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Planning Area
Edenvale

Assessor's Parcel Number(s)

706-06-017

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Completed by: Jeff Roche

Location: Northeasterly corner of Cottle and Poughkeepsie Roads

Gross Acreage: 17.52 Net Acreage:17.52

Net Density: N/A

Existing Zoning: IP (PD) Planned Development

Existing Uses: Industrial Park

Proposed Zoning: A(PD) Planned Development

Proposed Use: Demolition of the existing industrial park buildings (IBM

Buildings 025, and 024 and 030) and associated site improvements along
with the removal of up to 385 trees from the site to allow for the
construction of approximately 204,000 square foot commercial uses
(including a retail/ commercial use, with a single occupant greater than
100,000 square feet, and other retail/ commercial uses).

GENERAL PLAN

Completed by: JR

Existing Land Use/Transportation Diagram Designations
Industrial Park with Mixed Industrial Overlay

Project Conformance:
[X]Yes [ ]No
[X]) See Analysis and Recommendations

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND ZONING

Completed by: JR

North: Mobile Home Park A (PD) Planned Development
and IP - Industrial Park

East Railroad, Monterey Highway, & Commercial A (PD) Planned Development

South: Industrial Park, Future Park, Residential and Commercial IP (PD) Planned Development

West: Commercial, Community Center, Mini-Storage Warehouse R-1-1 Residence
CN-Commercial Neighborhood

LI — Light Industrial

ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

Completed by: JR

[X ] Environmental Impact Report Pending
[ 1 Negative Declaration circulated on
[ ] Negative Declaration adopted on

[ ] Exempt
[ ] Environmental Review Incomplete

FILE HISTORY

Completed by: JR

Annexation: Monterey Park No. 7

Date: December 1, 1955
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OWNER DEVELOPER CONSULTANT
IBM Lowe’s HIW. Jennifer Renk
Attn: John Lattyak Attn: Jim Manion Steefel, Levitt & Weiss
Manager, IBM Site Operations, | 1530 Faraday Avenue, Suite 140 One Embarcadero, 30" Floor
San Jose and SVL Carlsbad, CA 92008 San Francisco, CA 94111
Room G409
555 Bailey Avenue
San Jose, CA 95141

PUBLIC AGENCY COMMENTS RECEIVED Completed by: Jeff Roche

Informational memorandum from the Director of Planning to the City Council (dated, 11/09/06).
Department of Public Works
See attached memorandum (dated, 3/29/07).

Other Departments and Agencies

See attached memoranda from the Redevelopment Agency (dated, 12/07/06), the Environmental Services Department
(dated, 1/19/06), the Fire Department (dated, 1/19/06), and letters from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(dated, 3/03/06), and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (dated, 2/06/06).

GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE

See Supplemental Information/ Studies submitted by t_he Applicant’s Consultants

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

BACKGROUND

Project Description

The subject application, a Planned Development rezoning (File zno. PDC06-003), was submitted to the City by
the project developer, Lowe’s HI.W., on January 6, 2006. The proposal is a request to rezone an approximately
17.52 gross acre site from IP (PD) Plauned Development to A (PD) Planned Development to allow the
demolition of the existing industrial buildings 5 ;
(IBM Buildings 025, and 024 and 030) and
associated site improvements, to allow the
construction of approximately 204,000 square feet
of commercial uses, including a retail/commercial
use with a single occupant greater than 100,000
square feet.

Site Context

The subject site is located on the northeasterly
corner of Cottle and Poughkeepsie Roads just
south of the intersection of Blossom Hill Road
and Monterey Highway. The site is the
northernmost portion of the original IBM campus
developed in the late 1950’s and is currently
developed with three industrial park buildings:
IBM Building 025 built in 1957, and two other
buildings (024 and 030) built in 1973 and 1974,
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respectively. Surrounding land uses to the site include include a mobile home park residential community to the
north across Blossom Hill Road, commercial uses, a new fire station, and a community center to the west of the
site, and commercial uses to the east across the railroad track and Monterey Highway. To the south and southeast

of the site is the future Urban Transit Village (also referred to as the Hitachi site) approved by City Council in June,
2005.

A General Plan change and rezoning (File No. PDC04-031) of the Hitachi campus to the south of the site
approved by the City Council a year and a half ago provides for a mixed-use development including 2,930
residential units and up to 460,000 square feet of commercial and 3.4 million total square feet of industrial
park/office uses. Also included in the development will be public park and other new public uses including a
new police sub-station. The denser urban scale and pedestrian orientation of much of this new development
reflects the smart growth and economic development strategies of the City through the support of intensification
of not only residential and commercial uses but also the industrial/office uses in close proximity to light rail
transit as well as two major freeways. Master Planned Development permits have been issued for the site and
the development is currently under way.

Prior Project History

In 2002, Lowe’s H.I.W. filed a Planned Development Rezoning (File No. PDC02-086) to construct a Lowe’s
Warehouse store and demolish IBM Building 025 to allow the development of up to 222,673 square-feet of
commercial uses on an 18.75 gross-acre site. At its November 19, 2003 hearing, the Plannmg Commission
certified the Environmental Impact S , g

Report for the Rezoning and
recommended that the City Council
conditionally approve the subject
Planned Development Rezoning with
the conditions that the applicant
preserve the majority of Building
025, involve the Historic Landmarks
Commission in assessing the
project’s site design, reduce the
overall on-site parking from 855
parking spaces to approximately 500
parking spaces, and preserve as many
trees as possible. In late November
2003, the certification of the EIR was
appealed to the City Council.

. Artist rendition of Building 25 designed by Architect John S. Bolles whose notable commissions included
On December 2, 2003, the Clty the Paul Masson Champagne Cellars in Saratoga, the Johnson and Johnson building in Menlo Park,
Council upheld the Plannin g Candlestick Stadium, Justin Herman Plaza in San Francisco, and the McGraw-Hill building near

Novato. The design team also included notable landscape architect Douglas Baylis, and artists such as

CL .
Commission’s action on the Gordon Woods and Lucienne Bloch.

Environmental Impact Report,

rejecting the appeal and certifying the

EIR. The City Council then voted to approve the project as proposed and made Findings of Overriding
Considerations in the areas of tree removals, historic resources, visual and aesthetic resources, air quality,
traffic, and cumulative impacts (see attachment from PDC02-086). The City Council included in their approval
of the project the following conditions: 1) complete the Historical mitigation outlined in the EIR (photo
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documentation, preservation of artwork, reproduction of architectural drawings to preserve the memory of the
building, creation of a public exhibit, and salvage of historical architectural features); 2) preserve and integrate a
portion of a wall from Building 025; 3) develop a mural of photographs and historical data to convey the
significance of this site and the “flying head” disk drive; and 4) contribute $10,000 to a citywide industrial land
historic building survey to allow the City of San José to conduct a survey of industrial buildings in an effort to
provide certainty to the development process for future redevelopment of our industrial areas.

Subsequent to the Council’s action on the rezoning, a lawsuit was brought against the City by the Preservation
Action Council of San Jose (PAC SJ), charging that the City’s EIR did not provide adequate analysis of
alternatives to demolition of the building (IBM 025). Ultimately, both the Trial and Appellate courts ruled that the
Planned Development Rezoning approval in 2003 (File No. PDC02-086) relied on an inadequate Environmental
Impact Report for the environmental clearance for the project. In addition, the Courts ruled that the Administrative
Record did not contain substantial evidence that alternatives to avoid demolition of IBM Building 025 were
infeasible, and that it was therefore inappropriate for the City to reject the alternative that retained the Building 025
on the basis of infeasibility.

In 2006, the applicant filed the current Planned Development Rezoning and the City prepared a new Draft
Environmental Impact Report. Project alternatives which could retain IBM Building 025 were key issues in the
litigation over the prior Environmental Impact Report, and the current EIR provides an expanded range of site
design alternatives to fully inform the decision-making process.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for the project and was circulated from September 29, 2006 to
November 13, 2006. Issues addressed in the Environmental Impact Report included Land Use, Transportation/
Circulation and Parking, Air Quality, Noise, Cultural Resources, Utilities, Public Services, Urban Decay,
Biological Resources, Visual Resources, and Hydrology and Water Quality. On November 1, 2006, the Historic
Landmarks Commission reviewed the DEIR. In a 4-0-0 decision, the Commission voted to forward a comment
letter, stating that: 1)the demolition of IBM Building 025 clearly constitutes a significant impact, and the
feasible Historic Resource Mitigation Alternatives analyzed in the document would avoid that impact, and 2)
the Commission disagreed with the CBRE Financial Feasibility report for rehabilitation of Building 025 on
several fronts, and that language in the EIR should clarify that the CBRE report is an independent third-party
analysis.

The DEIR is currently pending, and is tentatively scheduled for a certification hearing before the Planning
Commission on April 11, 2007. For CEQA purposes, the City has considered resources eligible for or
designated as City Landmarks, as well as those resources eligible for or listed in the California Register of
Historical Resources and/or the National Register of Historic Places, as the threshold of significance for a
significant, unmitigated environmental impact. Because the demolition of IBM Building 025 meets this
threshold, in order for the City Council to approve the Planned Development Rezoning as proposed by the
applicant, they would need to find that the alternatives analyzed in the EIR are not feasible, and adopt a
“statement of overriding considerations” indicating how the benefits of the project outweigh the significant
impacts.

Biotics/Loss of Trees

The proposed project would result in the removal of 385 trees from the project site. A total of 61 trees will
remain in their current location on the site and 37 trees will be relocated. A total of 259 trees will be added to
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the site in addition to those trees replaced pursuant to the City’s tree ordinance. All the native trees on-site
would be preserved or relocated on-site. One large, individually notable cork oak tree (#126) will be preserved
in place. With the exception of landscape that is in and around IBM Building 025, the majority of perimeter
site landscaping (including the Redwood trees that are northerly of Concord Drive) was 1nstalled after the mid-
1970’s (see attached aerial photo dated, June 6, 1974).

- The project includes standard City replacement ratios for trees that would be removed as part of the project. If
the required number of new, replacement trees cannot be installed on-site, the developer has proposed that the
remaining replacement trees be installed on an adjacent property, or at a school or park in the area, or an in-lieu
donation. For all of these reasons, staff has concluded that as proposed, the project would be in keeping with
the City’s standards.

ANALYSIS

The critical areas of analysis with respect to the proposed project include conformance with the General Plan’s
Major Strategies of Economic Development and Urban Conservation/Preservation, primarily in the area of
impacts to the historic resources.

Economic Development

The proposed Lowe’s Home Improvement Center is the type of use that is anticipated by the General Plan
Industrial Park with Mixed Industrial Overlay designation as it accommodates large buildings that would be
potentially inappropriate in a traditional commercially designated area, and supports a transition of uses between
the larger industrial area and the surrounding housing and retail uses. The recent approvals for the
redevelopment of the Hitachi campus reinforce the character of this property being more retail in nature than
industrial. Large format retailers such as Lowe’s are an important source of sales tax revenues which flow
directly into the City’s General Fund.

The projected sales tax revenue to the City from a Lowe’s Home Improvement Center is approximately
$450,000 per year. Additionally, development of the site will generate an increase in the amount of tax
increment that is accrued to the Redevelopment Agency. While these funds are restricted unlike the sales tax
dollars, they are able to be used for a variety of uses supporting the industrial area, and broader areas of the City.
For example, the County Assessor shows the site as having an assessed valuation of $8,747,347 for the 2006
tax year reflecting the land value of approximately 1 million dollars and the balance in the Building 25 complex
of structures. The new Home Dept in Milpitas has an assessed valuation of nearly 15 million dollars including
over $11million for land. Using that as a conservative assumption for new valuations, the increment would
increase approximately $10 million and a $100,000 increase in increment.

Should a project be approved allowing full demolition of Building 025, such a project should set an example of
how important historic issues are viewed in the City and a significant financial set-aside occur that looks to the
future growth of sales tax, tax increment and property owner/ developer profits. To ensure that where historic
resources are destroyed for economic development purposes, some level of revenue sharing for a given
timeframe should occur to ensure that it results in a significant revenue increase to the City and or
Redevelopment Agency.

The Urban Conservation/Preservation Major Strategy states that at a strategic level, preservation activities
contribute visual evidence of history to a sense of community. The General Plan recognizes the importance of
sustaining viable neighborhoods because there is no practical way to replace the City’s physical assets. Infill
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development is tempered by the consideration of protecting nearby areas and physical resources from adverse
impacts.

The City Council Policy: Preservation of Historic Landmarks was amended in May of 2006 to specifically state
that: “The financial profile and/or preferences of a particular developer should not, by themselves, be considered
a sufficient rationale for making irreversible decisions regarding the survival of the City’s historic resources.”

Balancing the Major Strategies

Over the past 20 years, the practice has been to trade preservation of historic resources for economic
development, new housing, and public facilities with little in the way of protection or resources provided for the
protection of the remaining historic resources. In much the same argument around the conversion industrial
lands to housing, any proposal or decision to destroy significant historic resources should be matched with
significant financial set-asides to allow the historic resources of the City to be preserved and reused. Offering
photographs as an offset for demolishing historic resources vastly undersells the importance of these resources
to defining the character of this City and removes the remaining features that dlstlngulsh San Jose from any
number of cities across the state.

The following table illustrates this trade-off by summarizing recently demolished historic resources and the
projects that replaced them.

Table 1. Historic Resources in the City of San Jose recently approved for demolition.

Resource Name and Location Status Project Approval
Date

Palomar Ballroom National Register Residential Hi-Rise 2005

47 Notre Dame Ave. eligible

Fox Building California Register City Parking Garage 2005

40 N. Fourth St. Eligible, CCL

GE Motorplant National Register Commercial Center 2005

175 Curtner Ave. eligible PDC04-029

Del Monte Plant #3 National Reglster Housing Development 2005

801 Auzerais Ave. eligible PDCO03-071

IBM San Jose California Register Mixed-Use Transit Village | 2005

Central Campus eligible District PDC04-031

5600 Cottle Rd.

126 Viola St. California Register Convention Center 2004

House eligible Expansion

507 Almaden Ave. National Register Parking Lot 2004

House eligible

The project is proposed to develop in a manner which would remove a significant historic resource from the
City’s landscape forever. The question that arises with this project is are the two policy goals mutually exclusive
or can the be accomplished in tandem, supporting development of the site with uses that would provide for

significant economic development while accomplishing the goals of historic preservation with respect to IBM
Building 025.

Historic Resource: IBM Building 025

Constructed in 1957 as part of the IBM San Jose Central Campus, IBM Building 025 qualifies for three of the
four National Register of Historic Places criteria, and also as a Candidate City Landmark. The building is
significant under:
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1) Criterion A/I (Events) for its association with the research and development of the flying head disk drive,
which allowed real-time random retrieval of information from a magnetic storage disk. This event is
considered second of the four most significant inventions and advances in information storage technology,
the first being the RAMAC memory device, which was developed at IBM’s 99 Notre Dame research
facility;

2) Association Criterion B/2 (People) for its association with scientists: Dr. Reynold Johnson and his IBM
research team, including Albert Shugart and Al Hogland; who worked on the technological advancements
developed in this building, and

3) Criterion C/3 (Architecture) as an exceptional example of California mid-century modern architecture,
landscaping and artwork set in a campus environment. The 1957 mid-century modern corporate campus
building was designed by noted architect John S. Bolles, who studied modernism under Harvard’s Walter
Gropius. The integral landscaping was designed by bay area landscape architect Douglas Baylis. The
geometric “key punch card pattern” fascia band was designed by artist Lucienne Bloch.

Post World War I European architects Le
Corbusier, Walter Gropius, and Mies van der
Rohe cast aside the popular cluttered eclectic
classicism of the day, in creating modern
architecture inspired by industrial building
techniques and new forms of painting and
sculpture, including Cubism. With its
expression of industrial steel structural
systems, minimal cubic volumes and light
weight glass enclosures, modernism resulted
in free-flowing “open-plan” spaces that
encompassed the outside environment.

Modern architectural works became
touchstones for a generation of American
architects who came of age during the
postwar period — many of whom would seek
to glean life-enhancing ideas for use in their
economical designs for the postwar home,
commercial center, and office building.

Crown Hall, Hlinois Institute of Technology, Chicago
Mies van der Rohe, architect, 1956

It was in California, with its mild climate and
renowned post World War II expansion that these
design principles thrived. In Southern California,
Arts + Architecture magazine publisher John Entenza
and designers Charles and Ray Eames promoted
modern residential architecture and landscape design
in the Case Study program (1945-1962) houses. In
the Bay Area, Sunset magazine featured northern
California modern homes while promoting the life-
enhancing qualities of western living imbued in their

Case Study House No. 8, Pacific Palisades
Charles and Ray Eames, 1949
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design, including health, casual lifestyles and informal social habits that encouraged community spirit and
upward mobility for the growing population.

Urban Programmers, Historic Preservation and Urban Revitalization Consultants, prepared a Historical
Evaluation Report for the proposed project (see attached excerpts). As described in the EIR prepared for the
project, “the project site was part of the Rancho Santa Teresa and remained in agricultural use until 1953, when
it was purchased by International Business Machines Corporation (IBM) as part of a larger 210- acre property to
construct new facilities for its Santa Clara Valley operations.

As noted in Stephen M. Payne’s Santa Clara County Harvest of Change, together with Westinghouse, Hewlett
Packard, SRI, Varian, Lockheed, Philco-Ford, General Electric and Ames Aerospace, IBM built the electronics
industrial base of the Santa Clara Valley economy between 1955 and 1963. Several recent Projects have
involved the demolition of mgmflcant hlstorlc resources within this context. As noted in the Historic Resource
Evaluation for the Hitachi Campus, completed by
Carey & Co. Inc. in 2004; by commissioning design
giants like Eero Saarinen , IBM contributed to the
country’s architectural heritage and provided a
cutting-edge corporate environment for its employees.

; The IBM San Jose Central Campus, found to appear
e # eligible for the California Register of Historical

2 Resources as a Historic District, was demolished as
part of a Planned Development Rezoning. While
Building 009/011 and associated landscaping on the
campus was identified and preserved for its Mid-
Front Fagade of IBM Building 025 circa 1958. The building is composed of Century Modern Sty1€, 4as an employee lounge and
minimal cubic volumes. The facia band features a keypunch card pattern. cafeteria it did not meet the criteria for events and
people that Building 025 does.

Locating in San Jose in 1943, IBM's first
west coast research laboratory had been
previously opened in 1952 at 99 Notre
Dame Street, now designated a City
Landmark, in downtown San Jose. In
1956, the Random Access Method of
Accounting and Control (RAMAC) was
invented at the 99 Notre Dame lab,
leading to the first magnetic hard disk
for data storage. The team's next major
advance beyond the RAMAC was
founded on the research with gas
bearings and became the floating or
“flying head” disk drive which allowed
real time on-line processing. The first
significant application of this technology
was the Sabre System, a nation-wide
reservations system established for
American Airlines. Building 025 remained the West Coast center of IBM's research activities until the early
1970s, with Al Hoagland as its manager during the early 1960s.

California modern architecture integrated partially enclosed patios, large expanses of
glass and low landscaping walls with strategically placed trees and areas of lawn.
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The EIR concluded that as a Candidate City Landmark, IBM Building 025 is without a question one of the finest
examples of modern industrial architecture in Santa Clara County, a place where the building’s occupants
experience the tranquility of nature provided by integrated landscaping.

[BM Buildine 025Rehah C

An independent, third-party report on
the feasibility of rehabilitating
Building 025, by CB Richard Ellis
Consulting/Sedway Group (CBRE),
was included in the DEIR to inform
the City’s decision-making process.
Because the cost of either new
construction or historic building
rehabilitation would include land and
financing costs, City staff reviewed
Appendix C, Re: IBM Building 025
Budget Analysis of the CBRE report,
completed by TBI Construction and
Construction Management, Inc., for
the purposes of discussing the cost per
square foot of rehabilitating the

historic resource. Main entry walk to IBM Building 025 with its corrugated steel canopy, materials typical in mid-
century modern design.

Staff review of the Budget Analysis in

the CBRE report indicates that it appears to assume an extensive scope of work, including: replacement of all
aluminum and glass storefront systems and fascia ceramic tile; gutting and replacement of all interiors, including
plumbing, mechanical and electrical equipment and distribution systems; and extensive site grading and
underground utilities installation. However, staff would note that a more conservative approach to rehabilitation
of the building would typically not necessitate such an extensive scope of work, especially given the fact that
employees of a major corporation occupied the building within the last ten years. For example, if the proposal to
replace the storefront system is based on energy concerns, this replacement would not be required under
California Historic Building Code, and the site orientation and H-shape of the building further limit heat gain
through those systems. As another example, assuming the proposal for complete removal and re-installation of
exterior ceramic tile could be based on seismic reinforcing requirements, those costs might be reduced by as
much as two-thirds by designing a hardware system to tie the existing tile to the fascia. In addition, by working
with the existing interior partition and concrete slab layout, and plumbing, mechanical, and electrical distribution
systems, staff would note that the scope of demolition and new construction costs could be significantly reduced.
Finally, the cost estimate for site work could also be lowered by heavily reducing costly estimates for re-grading
and drainage work on the existing site. By making these adjustments, the project’s potential Construction
Budget could potentially be reduced significantly from $128/SF to perhaps as low as $80 /SF. As a comparison,
the construction cost for new construction for single story Type II Fire-resistant construction is currently at least
$300/SF, while the cost estimate for large-scale retail construction might be closer to $200/SF.
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Historic Landmarks Commission Recommendation

At a March 21, 2007 Special Meeting, the HLC recommended: preservation of Building 025 and significant
accompanying landscape, noting that a reasonable range of alternatives allowing for reuse of the building and
development of the site has been identified; Development Permits including preservation should be referred to
the HL.C and include an alternative site design consistent with the size, scale, and massing of the historic building
and the configuration of the site, with uses allowed under the existing zoning or General Plan; and City
Landmark designation of Building 025 should be initiated (5 -0-2, Janke and Thacker absent).

Alternative Site Plans

Six alternative site plans are attached to the project plans (see Sheets C-C7A through C-C18). All of these
alternative site layouts include the preservation of IBM Building 025 and a portion of the associated grounds and
landscaping. These alternatives can be broken down by those that would result in a smaller building area and
those with a larger building area. Staff would note that the alternatives with the smaller footprints are also
comparable in size to the applicant’s primary competition in the retail/ home improvement market, and in staff’s
opinion, would allow the applicant to still compete in the home improvement market. Staff has reviewed all of
the alternatives, and concluded that of these six alternative site plans, three have a better relationship to IBM
Building 025 and a circulation pattern that is more typical of and in keeping with City Standards. The table
below breaks down these alternatives.

Table 2. Feasible alternative site plans.

Alternative Square Footage Building Design

7A 133,984 (small format) L-shaped design

10A 112,268 (small format) Rectangular with pop-out
16 171,012 (large format) 2 Story/Structured Parking

As noted in the applicant’s attorney responses to the Historic Landmarks Commission letter (dated 2/21/07),
there are Lowe’s Facilities in other states that use rooftop parking. Rooftop parking and parking garages are also
utilized on other large, regional scale projects such as the Westfield Valley Fair and Oakridge (which includes a
big-box retail use) shopping malls and the Santana Row project (which includes numerous parking garages,
including a parking structure to serve a large, retail use (ie., a Best Buy store). In terms of parking, the
alternative plans shown on Sheets C-C8A (parking below the proposed building) and C-C16 (with a parking
structure between the proposed building and IBM Building 025) which have the larger total number of parking
spaces would be closer to Code requirements for parking than the other (4) four alternatives. The applicant has
also expressed concerns about the proximity of the parking in the alternative site plans. Staff believes that
conditions could be placed on the project that certain areas be designated for employee only parking such as
garage areas or perimeter surface parking lots, minimizing any potential impacts.

As described in the Environmental Impact Report, these two alternatives also qualify as environmentally
superior alternatives. None of the six alternative site plans propose any parking adjacent to IBM Building 025,
reduced perimeter setbacks (such as 15-foot perimeter setbacks) to reflect a more urban area, parking reductions
for proximity to the recently approved Hitachi/ Santa Teresa Transit Village project, a combination of structured
and surface parking, or alternating uses.

In the attached response from the applicant’s attorney, dated, 11/13/06, Lowe’s has indicated that the reuse of
IBM Building 025 for retail would result in a significant deviation from the efficient configuration of a typical
strip center (ie., a linear building running parallel to the access street with store fronts that face out toward at-
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grade parking and service entrances provided at the rear. It is staff’s opinion that while this may be true for
suburban strip centers of the 1960’s to early 1990’s, which were heavily-oriented towards the automobile, they
do not consider creative adaptive reuse scenarios that are appropriate in the new urban context set forth in this
area with the recently approved Santa Teresa Urban Transit Village project.

Although, the project as proposed can be found in conformance with the City’s Economic Development strategy,
it does so at the expense of the City’s Historic Preservation Policies. Through the analysis of alternatives, it is
clear that the two objectives of economic development and historic preservation can be met in a manner that
“big-box” or larger format retail can be accommodated on site and designed with sufficient on-site parking while
at the same time preserving IBM Building 025 and adapting it for use by a full range of commercial retail uses.

COMMUNITY QOUTREACH

A Community Meeting was held for the project in April 2006, at the Alex Anderson Elementary School. That
meeting was attended by one neighbor who expressed a general interest in the project. Issues that were
discussed included: site access, project design, surface parking versus structured parking, pedestrian circulation/
accessibility, and the need to connect neighborhoods. Staff has been available to answer questions and discuss
the proposal with members of public. :

CONCLUSION

The proposed project is consistent with the Economic Development Major Strategy and inconsistent with the
Urban Conservation/Preservation Major Strategy of the General Plan. It is staff’s opinion that sufficient
opportunities exist to generate new sales tax revenues on this site and other sites in the area including sites that
could potentially accommodate a building the size and configuration of a Lowes Home Improvement Center.

Any opportunity to grow the General Fund revenues available to the City is important and should not be lightly
discounted. Equally, the preservation of a significant historic resource should not be casually dismissed as
impractical, or difficult as the result is permanent. Trade preservation of historic resources for economic
development, new housing, and public facilities with little in the way of protection of the remaining historic
resources deprives current and future generations of understanding and participating in the full history of San
Jose.

As such, staff believes that the loss of irreplaceable historic resources outweighs the addition of revenues for the
city at this location.

RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the City Council to

deny the subject rezoning, for the following reasons:

1. The project, as proposed, is not consistent with the Urban Conservation/Preservation major strategy of
the General Plan.

2. Although the proposed project would be a significant source of sales tax revenue for the City, and is
consistent with the Economic Development major strategy, other viable sites exist for the proposed use.
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3. A viable project alternative could be proposed that is consistent with both the Urban
Conservation/Preservation and Economic Development General Plan major strategies, and is an
environmentally feasible alternative.

Attachments:

Location Map

Correspondence from other Departments/ Agencies and the public
Plan Set

Cc: Chris O’Connor, SSOE, 22121 17% Avenue, Suite 225, Bothell, WA 98021

Al Shaghaghi, AMS Associates, Inc., 1350 Treat Boulevard # 250, Walnut Creek, CA 94597

Judy Malamut, LSA Associates, 2215 Fifth Street, Berkeley, CA 94710

Sohrab Rashid/ Kristiann Choy, Fehr and Peers, Transportation Consultants, 160 West Santa Clara Street, Suite
675, San Jose, CA 95113

Elizabeth Hoyte, Neuro Photo Lab, Stanford University, 1201 Welch Road, Room P316, MSLS Building,
Stanford, CA 94305

Sally Zarnowitz/ Darren McBain, Planning

Amit Mutsuddy, Public Works

Manuel Pineda, Transportation

Jennifer Chen, Redevelopment Agency

Nanci Klein, Economic Development
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DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS - LOWE’S HOME IMPROVEMENT CENTER

PERMITTED USES
1. Big box retail, including associated warehouse space and a garden center.
2. Retail or personal service uses, except public eating establishments, permitted
by right in the CP Commercial Pedestrian Zoning District.
3, Wireless Communication Facilities, trade and vocational schools, child

daycare, off-sale of alcohol and operation of a commercial use between 12:00
midnight and 6:00 am may be allowed subject to a Planned Development
Permit. }

4, Minimums of 5,000 square-feet of public eating establishments are required.
Public eating establishments shall be limited to a maximum of 7,000 square-
feet. Incident to the operation of a public eating establishment, any alcoholic
beverage may be sold, offered for sale, or served to patrons for consumption
on the premises thereof.

5. Drive-through restaurants are not allowed.

BUILDING AREA LIMITATIONS

Total building floor area (including garden center) shall not exceed 204,600 square-feet
(gross). -

PHASING

Development constructed pursuant to this Planned Development Zoning may be
constructed in phases based on an approved Planned Development Permit. Hardware
Home Improvement store with 140,000 square-feet of building and 40,000 square-feet of
Garden Center is to be developed in the first phase of the Project.

TENANT SPACE LIMITATIONS

1. The site shall include tenant spaces with a minimum square footage of 17,600
square-feet of floor area.
2. The 7,000 square-feet of restaurant uses shall include one tenant space with a

minimum of 5,000 square-feet of floor area.
LOT AREA
The minimum lot area allowed shall be 10,000 square-feet.
BUILDING HEIGHT
The maximum building height shall be 50 feet.

BUILDING SETBACKS



The minimum setbacks from the property lines shall be as follows: **

Front Side and Rear

Buildings 1 5 Feet 0 Feet
Passenger Vehicle Parking 25 Feet 0 Feet
Truck Parking 40 Feet 0 Feet

** In the case of a discrepancy between the diagram and the development standards, the
development standards shall take precedence.

PRIVATE INFRASTRUCTURE

All private infrastructures shall be constructed to meet or exceed the City of San Jose
public improvement standards.

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM PERMIT

Prior to the commencement of any construction activities, the project developer shall file
a Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the State Water Resources Control Board
General Permit for Stormwater Discharge associated with Construction Activity in
compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).

OFF-STREET PARKING

Off-street parking spaces shall be provided based on the following ratios:

Big Box Retail: 3.88 Spaces/ 1000 Net SF

Public Eating Establishments: 1 Space/40 SF of dining space or 2 2 seats (whichever
requires the greater number of parking spaces)

Other Retail: 5 Spaces/100 Net SF

SIGNAGE

Signage shall conform to the City of San Jose Municipal Code (Title 23).

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION

WATER QUALITY

The project developer shall comply with the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of
Storm Water associated with Construction Activity, as administered by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. Prior to construction grading for the project, the project
developer shall file a “Notice of Intent” (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control
Board to comply with the General Permit and prepare a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which addresses measures to be included in the project to



minimize and control runoff during both the construction and post-construction periods.
The SWPPP shall be submitted to the City of San Jose Department of Public Works.

Control measures shall be implemented during the construction period and shall include:
soil stabilization practices, sediment control practices, sediment tracking control
practices, wind erosion control practices, non-stormwater management, waste
management and disposal control practices.

The project shall include provision for post-construction structural controls, and shall
employ Best Management Practices (BMPs) for reducing contamination in stormwater
runoff as permanent features of the project.

As part of the mitigation for post-construction runoff impacts addressed in the SWPPP,
the project developer shall implement regular maintenance activities (e.g., damp
sweeping, cleaning storm drain inlet, litter control) at the site to prevent soil, grease, and
litter from accumulating on the project site and contaminating surface runoff. Storm
water catch basins shall be stenciled to discourage illegal dumping.

BIOLOGIC RESOURCES

The project developer shall implement the following measures to mitigate potentially
significant impacts to biologic resources:

Mitigation Measure BIO- 1: Implementation of the following three-part mitigation measure
would reduce the potential impact to special-status bats which could be roosting on the site at the
time of building demolition and tree removal:

la. To prevent entry by bats into the existing buildings, all doors, windows, and exterior surfaces
shall be maintained to remain intact and absent of openings.

1b. To avoid take of bats which could potentially be roosting under the wood shakes on the
mansard roofs of Buildings 024 and 030, the mansard roofs shall be dismantled first, starting with
the roof sections found to be in the best condition, and moving toward those sections with
decayed and missing shakes where bats are most likely to be found. (The disturbance created by
removing the roof sections least likely to contain roosting bats would cause any bats occupying
the damaged roof sections to evacuate the roost.)

lc. To avoid potential take of bats during tree removal, the smaller trees surrounding the large
trees shall be removed before the adjacent large trees where bats may be roosting. (The
systematic removal of smaller trees would likely create enough disturbance to cause any bats
occupying larger trees to evacuate any nearby roosts.) The smaller trees shall be removed no less
than one day prior and no more than two days prior to removal of the larger adjacent trees. This
timing of activities would allow one nightly emergence period for the bats to abandon their roosts
prior to removal of the larger trees. (The short period between removal of the smaller trees and
the removal of the larger trees would minimize the likelihood of bats returning to the larger trees
prior to removal.) (LTS)

Impact BIO-2: Implementation of the proposed project could impact the burrowing owl if
the species occupies the project site prior to the start of demolition and construction. (S)



No ground squirrel burrows were found on the site during the February 2003 surveys by LOA,
and the site lacks any suitable habitat for the species. However, there is the possibility that
squirrel burrows may have been established on the project site since 2003 and subsequently
colonized by burrowing owls. Therefore, the project could result in a potentially significant
impact to the burrowing owl.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Implementation of the following three-part mitigation measure would
reduce potential impacts to burrowing owl to a less-than-significant level.

2a. In conformance with federal and State regulations protecting raptors against direct “take,”
pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls shall be conducted by a qualified ornithologist prior
to any soil-altering activity or development occurring within the project area. The preconstruction
surveys shall be conducted per CDFG guidelines, no more than 30 days prior to the start of site
grading, regardless of the time of year in which grading occurs. If no burrowing owls are found,
then no further mitigation would be warranted. If breeding owls are located on or immediately
adjacent to the site, a construction-free buffer zone around the active burrow must be established
as determined by the ornithologist in consultation with CDFG. No activities that may disturb
breeding owls, including grading or other construction work or evictions of owls, shall proceed.

2b. If preconstruction surveys determine that burrowing owls occupy the site, and avoiding
development of occupied areas is not feasible, then the owls may be evicted outside of the
breeding season, with the authorization of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).
The CDFG typically only allows eviction of owls outside of the breeding season (only during the
non-breeding season [September 1 to January 31]) by a qualified ornithologist, and generally
requires habitat compensation on off-site mitigation lands.

2¢. A final report of burrowing owls, including any protection measures, shall be submitted to the
Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement prior to start of grading. (LTS)

‘Impact BIO-3: Implementation of the proposed project could adversely affect nesting
raptors (hawks and owls) which could be established on-site prior to site development
activities. (S)

Although no evidence of nesting raptors was found during site surveys by LOA, there is still
potential for some species of raptors to nest in the on-site trees in the future. It should be noted,
however, that raptors are not typically found nesting in urban settings. Construction activities
occurring during the breeding season (February through July) could result in the abandonment of
active nests (if any are present) or direct mortality to these birds. Construction activities that .

-adversely affect nesting (even off site), or result in mortality of individual birds, would be a
violation of state and federal law. Therefore, the project may result in a potentially significant
impact to nesting raptors.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: The implementation of the following two-part mitigation measure
would ensure that raptors (hawks and owls) are not disturbed during the breeding season:

3a. A qualified ornithologist shall conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting raptors (including
both tree and ground nesting raptors) on the site no more than 30 days prior to the onset of ground
disturbance. These surveys shall be based on accepted methods (e.g., as for the burrowing owl)
for the various target species (e.g., up to four pedestrian surveys of the site).



3b. If nesting raptors are identified during the nesting season (February 1 through August 31) on
or adjacent to the site, then the ornithologist shall, in consultation with an authorized
representative of CDFG, determine a ground disturbance-free setback zone around the nest
(usually a minimum of 250 feet). The actual distance of the ground disturbance-free zone will
depend on the species, location of the nest, and local topography. This setback must be
temporarily fenced, and construction equipment and workers precluded from entering the
enclosed setback area until the conclusion of the breeding season. (LTS)

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Implementation of the following two-part mitigation measure would
reduce the potential impact related to removal of trees.

4a. The applicant shall develop a landscape plan that incorporates the following replacement
ratios for each tree removed:

i. Four replacement trees for every tree removed that is 18 inches in diameter.
ii. Two replacement trees for every tree removed that is 12-1 8 inches in diameter.
iii. One replacement tree for every tree remove that is less than 12 inches in diameter.

4b. In the event the developed portion of the project site does not have sufficient area to
accommodate the required tree replacement, one or more of the following measures shall be
implemented at the permit stage:

i. An alternative site(s) will be identified for additional tree planting. Alternative sites may
include local parks or schools or installation of trees on adjacent properties for screening purposes
to the satisfaction of the Director of the Department of Planning, Building, and Code
Enforcement.

ii. An in-lieu donation of $300 per tree to San Jose Beautiful or Our City Forest for in-lieu off-site
tree planting in the community. These funds would be used for tree planting and maintenance of
planted trees for approximately three years. A donation receipt for off-site tree planting shall be
provided to the Planning Project Manager prior to issuance of a development permit.

Even with the above mitigation, implementation of the proposed project would result in the
unmitigated biological impact of the removal of 385 trees. (SU)

Impact BIO-5: Implementation of the proposed project would result in damage to trees that
could be maintained as part of the landscape plan. (S)

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: The following tree protection measures would be implemented in
order to protect trees to be retained during construction:

Design Measures

1. Any plan affecting trees should be reviewed by the consulting arborist with regard to tree
impacts. These include, but are not limited to, improvement plans, utility and drainage plans,
grading plans, landscape and irrigation plans, and demolition plans.

2. The consulting arborist will identify a Tree Protection Zone for trees to be preserved in which
no soil disturbance is permitted (typically the edge of the dripline). Where approved site
improvements encroach within the dripline, the consulting arborist will determine where a
smaller Tree Protection Zone is to be placed, and make recommendations to reduce the impacts of



construction in those areas.

3. The Tree Protection Zone of trees to be preserved may allow for approved site improvements
near, and in some cases, within the dripline. Future refinements to the design, such as lighting and
landscaping, should not require grading within the Tree Protection Zone.

4. Prior to issuance of a PD permit, the consulting arborist will submit to the satisfaction of the
Director of Planning a Tree Fencing Plan detailing the location of ail protective fencing enclosing
the Tree Protection Zone. '

5. No underground services including utilities, sub-drains, water or sewer shall be placed in the
Tree Protection Zone.

6. Any herbicides placed under paving materials must be safe for use around trees and labeled for
that use.

7. Irrigation systems must be designed so that no trenching will occur within the Tree Protection
Zone.

Pre-Construction Treatments

1. Fence all trees to be retained to completely enclose the Tree Protection Zone prior to
demolition, grubbing or grading. Fences shall be 6-foot chain link or equivalent as approved by
consulting arborist. Fencing shall be placed at the dripline. Fences are to remain until -all grading
and construction is completed.

2. Prune trees to be preserved to clean and elevate the crown, providing a level of clearance for
vehicles to be determined in consultation with Fehr and Peers Associates, Inc., based on the likely
vehicle use patterns in the various parking areas. All pruning shall be completed by a certified
arborist or tree worker and adhere to the 'Tree Pruning Guidelines' of the International Society of
Arboriculture:

Tree Protection During Construction

1. No grading, parking, construction, demolition or other work shall occur within the Tree
Protection Zone. Any modifications must be approved and monitored by the consulting arborist.

2. Tree health and structural condition shall be monitored throughout the construction period.
Any needed treatments shall be applied. These treatments may include, but are not limited to,
irrigation, pest control, weed control, and mulch treatment.

3. Any root pruning required for construction purposes shall receive the prior approval of, and be
supervised by, the consulting arborist.

4. If injury should occur to any tree during construction, it should be evaluated as soon as
possible by the consulting arborist so that appropriate treatments can be applied.

5. Root-injured trees have a limited capacity to absorb water. Therefore, it is important to ensure
adequate soil moisture in the area of active roots. One to several irrigations may be needed for
trees that are at risk. Irrigations should be specified by the consulting arborist.



6. No excess soil, chemicals, debris, equipment or other materials shall be dumped or stored
within the Tree Protection Zone.

Trees to be Relocated

The following measures shall be implemented by the applicant to ensure vigor and survival of
trees selected for relocation:

1. A qualified arborist shall be retained to plan and manage the tree transplanting program.

2. The arborist's plan for transplanting trees shall be submitted to the City prior to the issuance of
a PD Permit, and the arborist shall implement the plan as approved.

3. The arborist shall ensure that transplanted trees are properly handled and cared for during
excavation, moving, storage, maintenance, replanting, and establishment. The project arborist
shall provide appropriate recommendations to ensure vigor and survival of the trees throughout
the transplantation and establishment process.

4. In the event that any of the transplanted trees fail within the first 12 months of relocation, they
shall be replaced in accordance with the City of San Jose tree replacement requirements. (LTS)

ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The project developer shall implement the following measures to mitigate potentially
significant impacts to any archeological resources that may be buried on the site:

In the event that either prehistoric or historic archaeological materials are exposed or
discovered during site preparation or subsurface construction, operations within a 25-foot
radius of the find shall be halted, until the find can be inspected by a qualified
professional archaeologist. If the archacologist concludes that the find may be of
significance, a plan for evaluating the significance of the resource and recommending
appropriate mitigation under the current CEQA Guidelines shall be prepared by the
archaeologist and submitted to the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

Mitigation for Impacts to historic and prehistoric materials may include monitoring
combined with data retrieval, or may require a program of hand excavation to record
and/or remove materials for further analysis. The appropriate program for mitigating the
impacts to any buried resources found on the site will be implemented, and the final
report transmitted to the Director of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.

If human remains are discovered, the Santa Clara County Coroner shall be notified. The
Coroner would determine whether or not the remains were Native American. If the
Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his authority, he will notify the
Native American Heritage Commission, who would identify a most likely descendant to
make recommendations to the land owner for dealing with the human remains and any
associated grave goods, as provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES



The project developer shall implement the following measure:

1. The project developer shall preserve an exterior wall from Building 025 that represents
the character of the building and shall incorporate this wall into an on-site interpretive
exhibit on the history of the building. This exhibit shall include material from the historic
report, original drawings, copies of the HABS level photography and actual building
material (including some of the mosaic tiles or other elements of the building), and shall
be located and designed so that it is accessible to the public and of a durable design.
Design and implementation of the exhibit shall include the following to the satisfaction of
the Director of Planning:

A. Prior to demolition of Building 025, the project developer shall in consultation with
the City’s Historic Preservation Offices:

Prepare and distribute a proposal to qualified consultants to design the interpretative
exhibit and select qualified consultant(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning.
This team shall consist of at least a preservation architect or materials conservator, an
architectural historian or historian, and an exhibit designer.

Submit a plan for the interpretative exhibit that includes:

Identification by the architect/conservator of the specific wall that is most characteristic
of Building 025, any materials to be salvaged from the building for exhibit and any
protective measures necessary to ensure that these elements/materials are preserved; and

Outline of the interpretative text and materials to be incorporated into the exhibit

Conceptual design for the exhibit including its location, orientation and the organization
of building elements, text, photographs and drawings

Coordinate with the City’s Historic Preservation Officer to develop the design and
location of the interpretative exhibit and obtain approval of a Permit Adjustment for the
final design. The consultant team shall consider incorporating the Gurdon Woods
sculpture, from building 025, into the design of the interpretative exhibit.

B. Prior to occupancy of any building on the site, the applicant shall complete
construction of the exhibit in conformance with the approved plans, to the satisfaction of
the Director of Planning.

C. The project developer shall provide on-going maintenance of the facility (i.e., exhibit)
as necessary, to keep it in good condition and publicly accessible.

2. Prior to issuance of a Planned Development Permit, the project developer shall
contribute $10,000 to a citywide industrial land historic building survey, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Planning.



3. The project developer shall implement the detailed mitigations formulated by Thomas
Hardy, AIA, discussed below, to the satisfaction of the City of San Jose, Historic
Preservation Officer. These mitigation measures shall be conducted by qualified
consultants as described in the Professional Qualification Standards of the Secretary of
the Interiors Standards and Guidelines for archeology and Historic Preservation.

Prior to the issuance of a Planned Development Permit, the project developer shall submit
a program and schedule for implementation of the following measures, to the satisfaction
of the Director of Planning:

1. PRESERVATION OF ARTWORK: Project developer shall consider retention,
refurbishment and relocation of the Gurdon Woods sculpture on the existing industrial
park facility/campus, in consultation with the City of San Jose Historic Preservation
Officer. Alternatively, the project developer may donate the sculpture to an appropriate
facility for refurbishing and preservation at an off-site location, in consultation with the
City of San Jose Historic Preservation Officer.

The project developer shall retain a qualified conservator to rehabilitate and relocate
Gurdon Woods sculpture “Research” to an appropriate comparable setting, e.g., Building
010 or vicinity, assuming special arrangements could be made with IBM/Hitachi for such
relocation within their campus. Install sculpture in new reflecting pool or on polished
stone slab. Installation to include existing and additional new plaque. Prior to relocation,
document this feature photographically to HABS (the Historic American Building
Survey) standards.

2. CERAMIC MOSAIC VENEER: Prior to removal, document this feature
photographically to HABS standards. Contact Historic San Jose or other similar
organization to determine if they have any interest in this feature. If there is no interest,
make the feature available for salvage, in consultation with the City of San Jose, Historic
Preservation Officer.

3. HISTORICAL RECORD OF IBM’S TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS AT
BUILDING 025 AND THE COTTLE ROAD CAMPUS: The project developer and
property owner shall make available for research or contribute materials that describe the
use of the property and to the extent that they exist, documents relating to social, civic
and economic conditions that were present and affected changes at Building 025 and its
context. Copies of any facility plans, architectural or engineering drawings or
photographs or unrestricted research records pertaining to Building 025 that are retained
by the property owner shall also be offered for the archives at History San Jose.

4. DOCUMENTATION: The project developer shall provide documentation in
accordance with HABS, to the satisfaction of the City of San Jose Historic Preservation
Officer. Still photographic recordation, video or other appropriate medium shall be
required of the project sponsor. Existing architectural and engineering drawings shall be



offered to the San Jose Planning Department or measured drawings that meet the
standards of HABS shall be provided.

5. DOCUMENTATION OF THE SITE SHALL BE CONDUCTED ACCORDING TO
HABS STANDARDS: The documentation is to be conducted by a qualified consultant
as described in the Professional Qualification Standards of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation.

6. HABS PHOTOGRAPHY: This will consist of selected large format, black-and-white
views of the existing building, to HABS standards, in consultation with the City of San
Jose Historic Preservation Officer. Views will include at a minimum:

6-8 views of exterior (including the courtyards and concrete block divider screens)
3 views of setting

6-8 views of interior

3-4 selected details (including the sculpture, ceramic mosaic veneer mural, etc.)

7. DRAWINGS: Copies of selected John S. Bolless drawings shall be reproduced from
microfiche on archival media. A preliminary selection of 10 drawings has been made. A
search of materials at U.C. Berkeley Environmental Design Archives shall be conducted
as appropriate, for the project file at History San Jose.

8. HISTORIC PHOTOGRAPHS: There are a number of high quality historic
photographs in IBM’s possession that were taken before, during and after construction
that provide an important part of Building 025’s history. The project developer and
property owner shall make 8x10 black-and-whit prints, on archival paper, of selected
photographs of historic and contemporary views (as shown in Appendix A of the Hardy
report and in Appendix E of the EIR) available to the City of San Jose, to the satisfaction
of the City of San Jose historic Preservation Officer. Included will be at least one aerial
view of the site Prior to construction or before major development in the area.

Three copies of the HABS level photography, historic photographs, drawings and written
reports will be packaged as one document recording the history and significance of the
site and provided to the City of San Jose Historic Preservation Officer in the Department
of Planning, building and Code Enforcement for distribution to History San Jose, the
California Room of the Martin Luther Kind, Jr. Library, and the Northwest Information
Center at Sonoma State university.

In addition, the project developer shall present the documents compiled from the above
recordation tasks to the U.C. Berkeley Environmental Design Archives, in consultation
with the City of San Jose Historic Preservation Officer.

9. SALVAGE: Make usable materials available for salvage by qualified contractors.
Building 025 will be surveyed by a qualified historical architect acceptable to both the

project developer and the City to identify any significant historic features or materials for
reuse or salvage. Prior to demolition, the project applicant shall consult with the History



of San Jose, the Preservation Action Council of San Jose, and the Historic Landmarks
commission, as well as the City of San Jose Historic Preservation Officer, regarding the
salvage of materials from Building 025 for public information or reuse in other locations.

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

The project developer shall contribute towards transportation improvements to reduce
potential traffic and transportation impacts consistent with fair share contributions made
by other residential and commercial occupants, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Public works.

AIR QUALITY

Demolition and construction period activities could generate significant dust, Exhaust,
and organic emissions. (S)

The proposed project would require demolition of existing buildings, the recycling of
materials and excavation/removal of soil from the site. The physical demolition of
existing structures, excavation of soil and other existing infrastructure improvements are
construction activities with a high potential for creating air pollutants. In addition to the
dust created during demolition, recycling and excavation, substantial dust emissions
could be created as debris and soil is loaded into trucks for disposal.

After removal of existing structures, construction dust would also continue to affect local
air quality during construction of the project. Construction activities would generate
exhaust emissions from vehicles/equipment and fugitive particulate matter emissions that
would affect local air quality.

Construction activities are also a source of organic gas emissions. Solvents in adhesives,
non-water-base paints, thinners, some insulating materials and caulking materials would
evaporate into the atmosphere and would participate in the photochemical reaction that
creates urban ozone. Asphalt used in paving is also a source of organic gases for a short
time after its application.

The effects of construction activities would be increased dustfall and locally elevated
levels of PM downwind of construction activity. Construction dust would be generated at

levels that would create an annoyance to nearby properties.

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Consistent with guidance from the BAAQMD, the following
actions shall be required of construction contracts and specifications for the project.

Demolition
The following controls shall be implemented during demolition:

1. Water during demolition of structures and break-up of pavement to control dust



generation;

2. Cover all trucks hauling demolition debris from the site; and

3. Use dust-proof chutes to load debris into trucks whenever feasible.

Materials Crushing and Recycling

The following action shall be required for the project.

1. All crushing and screening equipment used on site for the recycling of materials shall
be permitted by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and shall utilize Best
Available Control Technology (BACT). BACT measures could include the regular

watering of debris piles and use of continuous water sprays on crushing equipment; and

2. Prior to issuance of a Planned Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a
program and site plan for on-site recycling of construction debris.

Construction

The following controls shall be implemented at all construction sites:

1. Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often during windy
periods; active areas adjacent to existing land uses shall be kept damp at all times, or

shall be treated with non-toxic stabilizers to control dust;

2. Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard;

3. Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved
access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites;

4. Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging
areas at construction sites; water sweepers shall vacuum up excess water to avoid runoff-

related impacts to water quality;

5. Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto
adjacent public streets;

6. Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas;

7. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed stockpiles
(dirt, sand, etc.); ‘

8. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph;



9. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways;

10. Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

11. Install base rock at entryways for all exiting trucks, and wash off the tires or tracks of
all trucks and equipment in designated areas before leaving the site; and

12. Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 25
mph.

Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce construction period air quality
impacts to a less-than-significant level. (LTS)

Regional Emissions

Prior to issuance of a Planned Development Permit, the project developer shall submit to
the satisfaction of the Director of Planning, a program for implementing the following
mitigation measures for reduction of regional air quality:

Provide preferential parking for employee carpools, electric and low-emission vehicles.

Institute the Commute Check program for employees.

Provide motorcycle parking, secured bicycle parking and shower facilities for employees
in conformance with the requirements of Title 20 of the San Jose Municipal Code.

NOISE
The project shall comply with the following noise reduction measures:

1. General construction activities shall be limited to weekdays from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm.
Construction outside of these hours may be approved through a development permit
based on a site-specific construction noise mitigation plan, and a finding by the Director
of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement that the construction noise mitigation plan
is adequate to prevent noise disturbance of affected residential uses.

2. All heavy construction equipment used on the project site shall be maintained in good
operating condition with all internal combustion, engine-driven equipment equipped with

intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition.

3. All stationary noise-generating equipment shall be located as far away as possible from
neighboring property lines, especially residential uses. '

4. Prohibit and post signs prohibiting unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.



5. Designate a “noise disturbance coordinator: who would be responsible for responding
to any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator would
determine the cause of the noise complaints (e.g. beginning work too early, bad muffler)
and institute reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem. A telephone number
for the disturbance coordinator would be conspicuously posted at the construction site.

6. Utilize “quit” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources where such
technology exists. (LTS)

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The existing hazardous materials present in the vacant on-site buildings will be removed
and disposed of by the project developer, in compliance with all applicable Federal, State

and local regulatory requirements.

As proposed by the applicant 3/29/07
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'SUBJECT: LOWE'S SHOPPING CENTER
- PW NO. 3-00640 (PDC06-003)

We have completed the review of the traffic analysis for the subject project. The project is
located on the subject parcel bounded by Endicott Boulevard to the north, new Great Oaks
Boulevard from Endicott to Cottle Road, previously Boulder Boulevard to the east/
Poughkeepsie Road to the south, and Cottle Road to the west. The proposed project includes
construction of a 169,793 sf Lowe’s Home Improvement store and 24,600 sf of nei ghborhood
shopping. The proposed development is projected to add 364 a.m. peak hour trips and 633 p.m.
peak hour trips. '

ACCESS

- Regional access to the project area is provided via State Route 85 (SR 85), US101, Monterey
Road (SR 82), and Santa Teresa Boulevard. Local access to the project site is provided via
Cottle Road, new Great Oaks Boulevard, Blossom Hill Road, and Poughkeepsie Road.

Vehicular access to the site will be provided via 5 driveways. Two driveways will be located on
new Great Oaks Boulevard, one signalized, full-access driveway opposite the future north-south
collector street serving the Hitachi residential and retail development, and the other a right-turn
in/out located nearest to Endicott Boulevard. Two driveways will be located on Cottle Road, one
right-turn in/out driveway located nearest to new Great Oaks Boulevard, and the second a limited
access signalized driveway located directly opposite the ramps to and from eastbound Blossom
Hill Road. The final driveway is a right-turn in/out and is located on Endicott Boulevard. This ‘
driveway is expected to be a service driveway and used by trucks. These driveways provide
adequate capacity for vehicles to enter and exit the project site.

' ANALYSIS

Project traffic impacts and transportation level of service (LOS) have been calculated using
Traffix, the City of San Jose and the Santa Clara County Congestion Management Program
(CMP) approved s_oftware.
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City of San Jose Methodology: Forty-one (41) signalized intersections were analyzed for the
AM and PM peak commute hours using TRAFFIX and conforming to the City of San Jose
Level-Of-Service (LOS) Policy impact criteria. The results indicate that two (2) intersections
would operate an unacceptable LOS E or worse during one or both peak hours with the addition
of project traffic. The remaining study intersections are projected to operate at an acceptable
LOS D or better. The results of the analysis are summarized in the attached Table ES-1.

Santa Clara County CMP Methodology: Sixteen (16) signalized intersections were analyzed
for the AM and PM peak commute hours using TRAFFIX and conforming to the Congestion
Management Program requirements. The results indicate that two (2) intersections are expected
to operate at an unacceptable LOS F during one or both peak hours with the addition of project
traffic.: The results of the analysis are summarized in the attached Table ES-1.

Future Signals: The project is proposing to construct a public street between Cottle Road and
new Great Oaks Boulevard. The T-intersection of Endicott Boulevard and Cottle Road meets

peak hour warrants for signalization during the p.m. peak hour with the addition of project
traffic.

Left-turn Storage Analysis: Left-turn lane storage analyses were performed at three (3)
intersections, new Great Oaks Boulevard/site access opposite the future north-south collector
street serving the Hitachi residential and retail development, new Great Oaks Boulevard/Endicott
Boulevard, and Cottle Road/project access located directly opposite the ramps to and from east

bound Blossom Hill Road (Concord Drive). The results of the analyses indicate that the queuing
storage at all locations is sufficient.

Freeway Ahalysis: The project trips on the study freeway segments in the project area would be
less than one percent of the segment’s capacity. Therefore, the freeway segments would not be
significantly impacted by the project according to the CMP definition of freeway impacts.

Project Conditions:

a) TInstall a traffic signal at the intersection of Cottle Road and Endicott Boulevard.

b) Modify traffic signal at the intersection of Cottle Road/Concord Drive project
access. Restrict the outbound movements to right-turns out only to further
discourage both site-generated traffic and other vehicles from using this
intersection .

c) Construct a project access and signal modification at the three-legged intersection
of new Great Oaks Boulevard/Charlotte Drive. The adjacent project is
conditioned to construct this intersection.

d) Dedicate and improve 77’ of public street along the north side of the project
boundary extending Endicott Boulevard from new Great Oaks Boulevard to
Cottle Road. Public Street to include canalized median island, bike lanes, curb,
gutter, sidewalk on the west side of the street only, street trees, and street lighting.

€) Dedicate and improve project frontage along new Great Oaks Boulevard,
currently planned to be constructed by others.
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) Improve project frontage along Cottle Road including installation of bike lanes,

curb, gutter, sidewalk, street trees, and street lighting.

2) Contribute $50,000 towards post occupancy traffic study and implementation of
traffic control devices, if necessary.

h) Contribute fair-share contribution of $300,000 toward the Edenvale Area .
Development Policy (EADP).

RECOMMENDATION:

With the inclusion of the above conditions, the subject project will be in conformance with both

the City of San Jose Transportation Level of Service Policy (Council Policy 5-3) and the Santa

Clara County Congestion Management Program. Therefore, a determination for a negative
declaration can be made with respect to traffic impacts.

If you have any questions, please call Loralyn Tanase at ext. 53881 or Karen Mack at ext. 56816.

d@% b /?“HZ

Am1t Mutsuddy
Project Engineer

Transportation and Development Services Division
AM:KM:1t

C: Karen Mack
Manuel Pineda, DOT
Traffic Consultant
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TO: Jeff Roche FROM: Ebrahim Sohrabi
Planning and Building Public Works
SUBJECT: FINAL RESPONSE TO DATE: 03/29/07

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

PLANNING NO.:  PDC06-003 '

DESCRIPTION: Planned Development Rezoning from IP(PD) Industrial Park Planned
Development Zoning District to A(PD) Planned Development Zoning
District to allow up to 164,600 square feet for wholesales and retail
commercial uses and 40,000 square feet for garden center uses on a 18.75
gross acre site

LOCATION: - northeast corner of Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie Road

P.W. NUMBER: 3-00640

Public Works received the subject project on 02/22/06 and submits the following comments and
requirements.

| Projéct Conditions:

Public Works Clearance for Building Permit(s): Prior to the issuance of Building permits, the
applicant will be required to have satisfied all of the following Public Works conditions. The
applicant is strongly advised to apply for any necessary Public Works permits prior to applying
for Building permits.

1. Construction Agreement: The public improvements conditioned as part of this permit
require the execution of a Construction Agreement that guarantees the completion of the
public improvements to the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works. This agreement
includes privately engineered plans, bonds, insurance, a completion deposit, and
engineering and inspection fees.

2. Street Vacation: A street vacation along Boulder and Cottle Road is required in order to
accomplish the land use plan as shown. The street vacation process requires further
discretionary approval by the City Council and the project will be subject to this process
prior to Public Works Clearance.

3. Transportation:
a) A traffic impact analysis has been completed for the proposed project. The traffic
report identified several public improvements and contributions towards future
improvement required for this project to address the traffic increases due to this
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project (see Attachment). Completion of these improvements will bring this
project in conformance to the CSJ Transportation Level of Service Policy 5-3.
b) Contribute $50,000 towards post occupancy traffic study and implementation of
traffic control devices, if necessary.
c) Contribute fair-share contribution of $300,000 toward the Edenvale Area
Development Policy (EADP)

4. Grading/Geology:

a) A grading permit is required prior to the issuance of a Public Works Clearance.

b) If the project proposes to haul more than 10,000 cubic yards of cut/fill to or from
the project site, a haul route permit is required. Prior to issuance of a grading
permit, contact the Department of Transportation at (408) 535-3850 for more
information concerning the requirements for obtaining this permit.

c) Because this project involves a land disturbance of one or more acres, the
applicant is required to submit a Notice of Intent to the State Water Resources
Control Board and to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
for controlling storm water discharges associated with construction activity.
Copies of these documents must be submitted to the City Project Engineer prior to
issuance of a grading permit.

d) The Project site is within the State of California Seismic Hazard Zone. A soil

[investigation report addressing the potential hazard of liquefaction must be
submitted to, reviewed and approved by the City Geologist prior to issuance of a
grading permit or Public Works Clearance. The investigation should be
consistent with the guidelines published by the State of California (CDMG
Special Publication 117) and the Southern California Earthquake Center ("SCEC"
report). A recommended depth of 50 feet should be explored and evaluated in the
investigation.

5. Stormwater Runoff Pollution Control Measures: This project must comply with the
City’s Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy (Policy 6-29) which requires
implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) that include site design measures,
source controls, and stormwater treatment controls to minimize stormwater pollutant
discharges. Post-construction treatment control measures, shown on the project’s
Stormwater Control Plan, shall meet the numeric sizing design criteria specified in City
Policy 6-29 -or- the project shall provide an Alternative Measure, where installation of _
post-construction treatment control measures are impracticable, subject to the approval of
the Director of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement.

a) Projects preliminary stormwater calculation based on the site_plan which does not
include restoration of the historic building has been reviewed and found to be
acceptable. - ~

b) At PD stage, submit the final Stormwater Control Plan and numeric sizing

- calculations based on the final site plan.
c) Final inspection and maintenance information on the post-construction treatment

control measures must be submitted prior to issuance of a Public Works
Clearance.
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6.

Sewage Fees: In accordance with City Ordinance all storm sewer area fees, sanitary
sewer connection fees, and sewage treatment plant connectlon fees, less previous credits,
are due and payable.

Undergrounding:
a) The In Lieu Undergrounding Fee shall be paid to the City for all frontage adjacent
- to Cottle Road prior to issuance of a Public Works clearance. 100 percent of the
base fee in place at the time of payment will be due. (Currently, the base fee is
$224 per linear foot of frontage.)

b) The Director of Public Works may, at her discretion, allow the developer to
perform the actual undergrounding of all off-site utility facilities fronting the
project adjacent to Cottle Road Developer shall submit copies of executed utility
agreements to Public Works prior to the issuance of a Public Works Clearance.

Assessments: This project is located within the boundaries of Maintenance District 9
which is a fee for service to maintain the enhanced street island landscaping on Santa
Teresa Blvd, Great Oaks Blvd, San Ignacio Ave and Cottle Rd. The assessment for fiscal
year 2005-06 is calculated at approximately $114 to $143 per acre depending upon
proximity to the maintained areas and is adjusted annually by the Consumer Price Index.
Collectively, the 2005-06 assessment on these properties is $2,283.50. Future year
assessments will be apportioned based on the new parcel configuration and land use and
will continue to be collected through the County property tax bills. Public agencies and
non-profit uses are not exempt from this special assessment.

Landscaping installed by this project in the public right of way above City Type 1
standards will require some financing mechanism, such as a maintenance district, to
accommodate additional maintenance needs.

Street Improvements:

a) Endicott Blvd: Construct full street section for the future Endicott Blvd. along
project frontage. Endicott Boulevard should be a 77" right-of-way, 2 south bound
lanes, 1 north bound lane, median island, bike lane on both sides of the street and
10" side walk at the west side of Endicott Boulevard. The north bound lanes will
transition into a thru and a left turn lane to west bound Cottle. The outer south
bound lane will transition into 2 lanes, second left turn lane to east bound Great
Oaks and dedicated right turn lane to west bound Boulder. No double right lanes.

b) Cottle Road from Concord to Endicott: This section of Cottle Road should be 70'

~ right-of-way, 1 west bound lane, 1 east bound lane (east bound lane will transition
to 2 lanes, 1 left-turn lane and 1 right turn lane to south bound Endicott), 10'
sidewalks on both sides, bike lane on both sides, median island and a left-turn
pocket on west bound Cottle Road into the site. The intersection of Cottle and
Endicott will have to be re-configured (T intersection with new traffic signal).

¢) Cottle Road from Poughkeepsie to Concord. The half street section (from the
proposed property line to existing median island face-of-curb) just east of the
intersection of Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie is 46' and gradually decreases to 38'
at west Cottle and Concord. This section will include 2 east bound lane (east
bound lane adjacent to the median island will turn to a left-turn lane, 1 thru lane
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10.

11.

12.

€)

g)
h)

i)

will continue on east bound Cottle), bike lane and 10' sidewalk along project
frontage
Project Driveway Access

o Cottle/Concord driveway access to be signalized with a left and right
turn in and a right turn out only. No thru or left out movements will be
allowed.

o Endicott Boulevard driveway access is non-signalized with a ri ght turn
in and right turn out only.

o Boulder Boulevard driveway is non-signalized with a right turn in and
right turn out only.

o Boulder/Poughkeepsie driveway (main entrance) a signalized full
access driveway. The project will be required to modify the newly
installed signal from a Tee into a four-way intersection. The site
approach should match the opposite side.

o Cottle Road between Poughkeepsie and Concord - non-signalized
driveway with a right turn in and right turn out only

Proposed driveway Cottle Road cannot be approved as shown on the alternative
site plans. It should be perpendicular approach to Cottle Road as shown on the
previous site plan that does not include restoration of the historic building.
Dedication and improvement of the public streets to the satisfaction of the
Director of Public Works.

Applicant shall be responsible to remove and replace curb, gutter, and sidewalk
damaged during construction of the proposed project. ,
Remove and replace broken or uplifted curb, gutter, and sidewalk along project
frontage

Repair, overlay, or reconstruction of asphalt pavement may be required. The
existing pavement will be evaluated with the street improvement plans and any
necessary pavement restoration w1ll be included as part of the final street
improvement plans.

Complexity Surcharge (In-Fill): This project has been 1dent1f1ed as an in-fill pI'O_]eCt
and as such is subject to the following:

a) Based on established criteria, the public improvements associated with this
project have been rated medium complexity. An additional surcharge of 25% will
be added to the Engineering & Inspection (E&I) fee collected at the street
improvement stage.

Storm and Sanitary:

a) The plans currently show conceptual sanitary and storm sewer plans for the site

plan without restoration of historic building. If any of the alternative site plans is
selected, all sanitary and storm sewer plans will have to be reviewed and
approved during the site development permit process.

Grading and Drainage:

a)

The project plans currently include conceptual grading and drainage plan based
on the site plan without historic restoration. At the PD permit stage submit detail
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grading and drainage along with revised post construction storm water pollution
control plans and calculations.

13. Electrical:

a)

b)

9

d)

Existing electroliers along the project frontage will be evaluated at the public
improvement stage and any street lighting requirements will be included on the
public improvement plans

Locate and protect existing electrical conduit in driveway and/or sidewalk
construction.

Provide clearance for electrical equipment from driveways, and relocate driveway
or electrolier. The minimum clearance from driveways is 10' in commercial areas
and 5' in residential areas.

Provide clearance for electroliers from overhead utilities and request clearance
from utility companies. Clearance from electrolier(s) must provide a minimum of
10" from high voltage lines; 3' from secondary voltage lines; and 1' from
communication lines.

14. Street Trees:

a) The locations of the street trees will be determined at the street improvement
stage. Street trees shown on this permit are conceptual only.
b) Contact the City Arborist at (408) 277-2756 for the designated street tree.
c) Install street trees within public right-of-way along entire project street frontage
per City standards; refer to the current “Guidelines for Planning, Design, and
Construction of City Streetscape Projects”.
15. Median Island Improvements:

Applicant will be required to construct a full width Type 1 landscaped median island on
Endicott Blvd per City standards; refer to the current “Guideliries for the Planning,
Design and Construction of City Streetscape Projects”.

Please contact the Project Engineer, Amit Mutsuddy, at (408) 535-6828, if you have any

questions.

ES:AM:rc

Migre LW ey

Eb rabi
Senior Civil Engineer
Transportation and Development Services Division

. 6000_729353076.DOC
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March 20, 2007

Mr. Craig Nemson, Manager

Space Planning and Business Controls
IBM Corporation

5600 Cottle Road

San Jose, CA 95193

Dear Craig:

RE: IBM Building 025 and Associated Grounds/ Maintenance of All On-Site Buildings --

‘located on the northeasterly corner of Cottle and Poughkeepsie Roads -- File No. PDC 06-003 -

This letter is intended as a follow-up to a meeting at the end of January 2007 between City staff and
representatlves of Lowe’s. Among other items on the agenda, we discussed the need to maintain all on-
site buildings, in particular, IBM Building 025 and the associated site improvements, in a safe, non-
blighted condition (ie., free of graffiti and tagging). At that time, we had received reports from
members of the community that the condition of IBM Building 025 appeared to be deteriorating and
had been the victim of some graffiti and vandalism. Jim Manion and Jennifer Renk indicated that they
would have a follow-up discussion with you to call your attention to this issue. ‘

. Per the City’s Municipal Code, Title 9 Health and S'afet.y Section 9.57 Graffiti Prohibitions, “No

person shall maintain graffiti that has been placed upon, or allow graffiti to remain on, any real
property, including but not limited to any building or structure, nor on any motor vehicle, boat, trailer,

or other personal property located on the real property, when the graffiti is visible from a street or from
any other public or private property.”

Since that time, the amount of graffiti and tagging appears to have mcreased On my recent site

- check last week, the deterioration of the building seems to be considerably worse than it was a

few weeks ago. It does not appear from off-site of the property that there has been any attempt at
removing the earlier tagging and graffiti. This lack of maintenance may have attracted more
graffm and vandahsm, and is resultmg in increasingly blighted conditions.

There is graffiti all over the portion of the bulldmg that is visible from Cottle Road, including the
windows and walls. It may be difficult to remove without damaging the building and its fagade -
elements, unless the clean-up is done carefully, respecting the historic character of the building,

Standard clean-up techniques such as painting over the taggmg are not appropriate and should
not be used.

We understand from Lowe’s representatives that you may have been out of the office for
personal reasons in this timeframe. - Your immediate attention to the on-going need to maintain
this property and partlcularly, IBM Buﬂdmg 025 in a non-blighted condition throughout the
entire development review process is required. If modifications to site landscaping or other work
on IBM Building 025 are necessary, staff, including the City’s Historic Preservation staff are

200 East Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113-1905 tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055 www.sanjoseca.goy
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able to work with you on that’matter. We have included information for you from the National
Park Service on appropriate methods for removing graffiti from historic buildings.

Please respohd by March 27, 2007, indicating how you intend to respond to this situation to
maintain the property in a non-blighted condition. If you have any questions regarding the
information contained in this letter, please feel free to give me a call at (408) 535-7829.

Sincerely,

Cc: Craig Nemson, Manager, Space Planning and Business Controls, IBM Corporation, 555
Bailey Avenue, San Jose, CA 95141 '

Jennifer Renk, Steefel, Levitt & Weiss, One Embarcadero 30" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111
Chris O’Connor, SSOE, 22121 17" Avenue, Suite 225, Bothell, WA 98021

Al Shaghaghi, AMS Associates, Inc., 1350 Treat Boulevard, # 250, Walnut Creek CA 94597
Darren McBain, Planning
- John Davidson, Planning
Susan Walton, Planning
" Akoni Danielsen, Planning
Jean Hamilton, Planning
Mike Hannon, Code Enforcement
Joseph Horwedel, Planning

'vAttachment: Preservation Briefs # 38

Cc: Jim Manion, Lowe’s HIW, 1530 Faraday Avenue, Suite 140, Caﬂsbad,‘ CA 92008

200 East Santa Clara Street, San José, CA 95113 tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055 www.sanjoseca.gov
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TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND FROM: Joseph Horwedel
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SUBJECT: Status of Proposed Lowe’s/IBM DATE: November 9, 2006

Building 025 On Cottle Road

7)) [/
Approved \WDate Y / 1 / 0

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 2
SNI AREA: None

INFORMATION

The following memo describes the status of the proposed Lowe’s Home Improvement Store on the
Cottle Road property that includes the historic former IBM Building 025. Construction of the Home
Improvement Store as proposed by Lowe’s would entail demolition of IBM Building 025.

A trial court and an appellate court have ruled that the approval in 2003 to construct a Lowe’s store
and demolish the IBM Building 025 was based on an inadequate Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). In addition, the court ruled that the findings regarding the feasibility of project alternatives
presented to avoid demolition of Building 025 were not supported by substantial evidence, and
therefore the project approval was invalidated by the courts.

In January 2006 Lowe’s filed a new Planned Development Rezoning application (File# PDC06-
003), and City staff and an environmental consultant firm (LSA Associates, Inc.) began preparation
of a new EIR. The Draft EIR public review and comment period began September 29, 2006 and
ends on November 13, 2006. .

While the consultant team is under contract to Lowe’s, as is standard practice with any EIR, City
staff maintained editorial control to ensure the EIR represents City staff’s independent judgment
and analysis. City staff determined the document’s scope, analytical methodologies, and resulting
conclusions regarding environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and potentially feasible
alternatives. The EIR was prepared in close coordination with the City Attorney’s Office to address
the prior court rulings.

Project alternatives to retain IBM Building 025 were key issues in the litigation over the prior EIR,
and the current EIR provides an expanded range of design alternatives to fully inform the decision-
making process.

The prior EIR provided three alternative designs for Lowe’s that would avoid demolition of IBM
Building 025 (2-Story Lowe’s with Parking Structure, L-Shaped Lowe s with Underground Parking,
and Reduced-Scale Lowe’s). The new EIR includes an additional three design alternatives (for a
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total of six design alternatives). These include a variety of Lowe’s building configurations and
parking layouts, including single-story, rectangular smaller format Lowe’s stores with surface
parking. The new EIR also discusses two new alternative Edenvale locations on which the Lowe’s
could potentially be built: the adjacent Hitachi mixed-use development site and the nearby iStar
commercial site.

As part of its decision-making process for the proposed Lowe’s, the City Council will need to
determine the feasibility of each of the potentially feasible alternatives described in the EIR.
“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period
of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. In
considering the feasibility of alternatives, the City Council may consider informiation in the EIR, as
well as information provided by the applicant, staff, the public, and elsewhere in the record. Courts
have held that “the fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not sufficient
to show than the altemnative is financially infeasible. What is required is evidence that the additional
costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical to proceed with the
project.”(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors 1998)

Staff will be making a separate recommendation on the actual project, addressing feasibility as well
as other issues. The recommendation will be available prior to hearings before the Historic
Landmarks Commission, the Planning Commission, and City Council, anticipated in early 2007.

774 {W
( JOSEPH HORWEDEL, ACTING DIRECTOR
Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

For questions please contact Akoni Danielsen, Principal Planner, at (408) 535-7823.
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CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

December 7, 2006

Jeff Roche

Planner II

PBCE

200 E Santa Clara
San Jose, CA 95113

Re: PDC 06-003 -- Revised Plans -- Proposed Lowe's South San Jose
Dear Jeff:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide design comments for the Proposed Lowe’s site in South
San Jose.

1) SITE CONTEXT

a. Hitachi Master Plan — The conceptual master plan for the Hitachi development surrounding the
Lowe’s store includes high density housing, a park with playing fields, mixed-use buildings, and
a neighborhood serving retail center. Issue: As proposed, the design of the Lowe’s store ignores
the future surrounding context by presenting a blank wall or high security fence to the
surrounding neighborhood. Recommendation: Make the building appear more compatible to its
surrounding context by including pedestrian-friendly design elements.

2) SITE DESIGN

a. Pad Buildings and Shops — These perimeter buildings should help balance the proposed
development on the opposite side of the street, meanwhile helping to create a defined perimeter
to the Lowe’s site. Provide elevations, sections, and typical details of these buildings for further
comment. Although operationally the front door to these buildings will be from the parking lot,
the street-facing fagade should incorporate features which give the appearance of a front fagade,
not a back wall.

b. Bike Racks — The number of bike racks situated in front of the Lowe’s store seems excessive for
this kind of retail. Locate the racks adjacent to the pad and shop buildings where bike riders are
more likely to visit.

3) BUILDING DESIGN

a. Left Elevation — (Sheet A-5) The proposed blank wall is not desirable for a busy street like
Cottle Road. Make this fagade more interesting by including features similar to those used on
the front elevation (i.e., pilasters, columns, canopy, etc.). Another possible feature might be
colorful metal panels which evoke Building 25.

200 East Santa Clara St., 14" Floor, wan José, CA 95113 tel (408) 535-8500 fax \.J8) 292-6755 www.sjredevelopment.org
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b. Right Elevation — (Sheet A-5) A 20°-0” tall security fence facing a park and high density housing
is not compatible with the proposed high-density housing and park planned across the street. A
design which incorporates greenhouse-type features might make this elevation seem less like a
secured compound and more like a garden center. See attached photo of Target’s garden center
located at the San Jose Market Center. Note the use of different materials, storefront windows ,
columns and metal fences all of which make the building elevation look a higher quality and
more interesting. ‘

Photo of Target Garden Center, San Jose Market Center, Autumn Street, near Coleman Avenue:

Sincerely,

Jennifer Chen .
Development Specialist, 11
Industrial Development
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BAY AREA 200 East Santa Clara St., 3™ Floor

San Jose, CA 95113-1905
AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT Subject: Lowe’s Home Improvement Warehouse Project
DrsTRLCT Dear Mr. Roche:

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (District) staff have reviewed
your agency’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for approximately 204,600 square feet of commercial uses that
include a Lowe’s Warehouse big box retail store and approximately 12,750 square
feet of retail shops (“project”).

ALAMEDA COUNTY The Bay Area is currently a non-attainment area for national and State
F;%%‘ft”ﬁa%g‘;‘:t‘;r ambient air quality standards for ground level ozone and State standards for
Nate Miley particulate matter. The air quality standards for these “criteria pollutants™ are set at
Shelia Young levels to protect public health and welfare.
CONI\TAE;QC&SSTQJ%?;NTY The District has the following specific comments on the environmental
(“\fii": gﬁ;sr) analys1s that should be included in the DEIR.

Michael Shir_nansky . .
Gay'e(gr-‘;i’:')kema 1. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines: Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of
Projects and Plans (1999) provide guidance on how to evaluate a project’s
MARIN COUNTY construction, operational and cumulative impacts. You may obtain a copy by
Harold C. Brown, Jr. calling our Public Information Division at (415) 749-4900 or downloading the
online version from the District’s web site at:
NAPA COUNTY .
Brad Wagenknecht http://www.baagmd. gov/pli/ceqa/index.htm.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 2 The DEIR should provide background information regarding the District’s

Marland Townsend

Jakih{,liGDS}Lyﬁck attainment status for all criteria pollutants and the implications for the region if
Gavin Newsom these standards are not attained by statutory deadlines. In addition, a discussion
SAN MATEG COUNTY of the U.S. EPA’s current pr(?posal to amepd nat%onal health based particulatfe
"~ Jerry Hil matter standards should be discussed. A discussion of the health effects of air
(Secretary) ~  pollution, especially on sensitive receptors, should be provided.

3. The DEIR should provide a detailed analysis of the project’s potential effects

SANTA CLARA COUNTY . . . . . .
Erin Garner on local and regional air quality from construction, operations and cumulative
Pa'\-tlrzic};r;ésviok " impacts. Estimate daily and annual volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
Julia Miller nitrogen oxides (NOx), and fine particulate matter (PMjo) emissions from
SOLANOG COUNTY stationary, area and mobile sources resulting from long-term operation of this
John F. Silva project and compare to the significance criteria in the BA4OMD CEQA
SONOMA COUNTY Guidelines. Bvaluate the potential impacts of toxic air contaminants (TACs) on
Tim Smith , sensitive receptors as a result of project implementation.

Pamela Toriliatt

Jack P. Broadbent
EXECUTIVE OFFICER/APCO

939 ELLIS STRE. SAN FrRaNCISCO CALIFORNIA 94109 15.771.6000 = wWwW.BAAQMD.GOV
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4. Construction activities generate fugitive dust emissions and emissions of criteria pollutants
and TACs from construction equipment. The project developers should be required to
comply with the dust mitigation measures in the District’s CEQA Guidelines. The DEIR
should provide an assessment to determine if asbestos is present in existing structures and it
should describe how the project will mitigate the impact if it is present. Additionally, the
California Air Resources Board (ARB) has identified diesel engine particulate matter as a
TAC and known carcinogen. For informational purposes, we recommend that the DEIR also
include a quantitative analysis of the criteria pollutant emissions that would be generated
from construction equipment exhaust during project construction. We encourage the City to
include a mitigation measure requiring the implementation of all feasible measures that
reduce construction equipment exhaust emissions. Such measures could include but are not
limited to: maintaining properly tuned engines; minimizing the idling time of diesel powered
construction equipment to three minutes; using alternative powered construction equipment
(i.e., CNG, biodiesel, water emulsion fuel, electric); using add-on control devices such as
diesel oxidation catalysts or particulate filters; using diesel construction equipment that meets
the ARB’s 2000 or newer certification standard for off-road heavy-duty diesel engines;

phasing the construction of projects; and limiting the hours of operation of heavy duty
equipment.

5. If the project is found to have potentially significant impacts on air quality, we recommend
that the DEIR evaluate and recommend all feasible mitigation measures that can reduce
project emissions. These could include TDM strategies, such as providing: shuttle service,
transit information and shelters, a guaranteed ride home program for employees, and
subsidized transit passes. We also recommend that the City require that the project sponsor
offer employees a parking cash-out program to encourage them to carpool or take transit. The
project could also reduce area source emissions by utilizing only electric forklifts and
landscaping equipment in the project operations and the operations of tenants. Providing 110
and 220 volt outlets at all loading docks and requiring trucks to connect with these outlets to
power their auxiliary equipment could further reduce area source emissions and diesel
particulate matter. Additionally, the City could require the retailer to provide free home-
delivery service to customers who make major purchases and who have rode transit, walked
or bicycled to the store. The DEIR should provide an analysis of all mitigation measures
considered, and justification for those measures not considered feasible.

6. The DEIR should evaluate the project’s potential to increase the demand for energy in the
City. Increasing the demand for electricity, natural gas, and gasoline may result in an
increase of criteria air pollutant emissions from combustion, as well as an increase in
greenhouse gas emissions, which can impact regional air quality. We recommend that the
DEIR discuss energy demand of the project at build-out, including any cumulative impacts,
such as the need to build “peaker power plants™ to provide power during peak demand.
When identifying strategies to minimize the project’s impact on energy and air quality, the
District encourages the City to include feasible mitigation measures that would require the
development to incorporate a minimum level of green building measures. This minimum
level could be based on the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
standards or by setting a target percentage reduction below California Building Code’s Title
24 energy standards. Green building measures could include but are not limited to using:
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super-efficient heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems; light-colored and
reflective roofing materials, pavement treatments and other energy efficient building
materials; shade trees adjacent to buildings and in parking areas; photovoltaic panels on
buildings; and natural light and energy-efficient lighting.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Douglas Kolozsvari,

Environmental Planner, at (415) 749-4602.

Sincerely,

Deputy Air Pollution Control Officer

JR:DK

ccC:

BAAQMD Director Erin Garner
BAAQMD Director Liz Kniss
BAAQMD Director Patrick Kwok
BAAQMD Director Julia Miller
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Valley Transportation Authority

February 6, 2006

City of San Jose _
Department of Planning and Building
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jose, CA 95113

Attention: Jeff Roche
Subject: City File No. PDC06-003 / Lowe’s at Cottle

Dear Mr. Roche: _

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) staff have reviewed NOP for the planned
development rezoning for a 164,600-square foot commercial building on 18.75 gross aces at the
northeast comer of Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie Road. We look forward to reviewing the
Draft EIR but have no comments at this time. '

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions, please call me at
(408) 321-5784, : '

Roy Molseed
Senior Environmental Planner

RM:kh

cc: Ebrahim Sohrabi, San Jose Dévelopmcnt Servioes

3331 North First Street - San Jose, €. .134-1906 - Administration 408.321,5555 « Custam  rvice 408.321.2300
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Memorandum

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT (ESD)

TO: Jeff Roche FROM:  Geoff Blair

Department of Planning, Environmental Services Department
Building, & Code Enforcement '

SUBJECT: - Response to Development DATE: Staff Review Agenda
Application January 19, 2006

APPROVED: .,ng{,( (Lo DATE: 1-19-06

PLANNING NO. : | PD06-003

LOCATION: 5600 Cottle- Road, Building 25. Northeast corner of Cottle Road and
Poughkeepsie Road. :

DESCRIPTION: Planned Development Rezoning from the IP Industrial Park Planned
Development Zoning District to A(PD) Planned Development Zoning District
to allow up to 164,000 square feet for wholesale and retail commercial uses and
40,000 square feet for garden center uses on a 18.75 gross acre site.

APN: 70606015

ESD received the subject project and is submitting the following conditions and comments. Questions
regarding these comments may be directed to the program contact given or to me at (408) 277-3828.

San Jose/
) Santa Clara South Bay Integrated
Stormwater . . : o Waste Water
Water Pollution Source Control  Water Recycling  Green Building . .
Runoff Management Efficiency
Control Plant (SBWR) . aAWM)
: (Plant)
O O ) O %} M o

Source Control

Commercial

The proposed development must conform to the City of San Jose (City) industrial waste discharge
regulations’. Any non-domestic wastewater discharge into the sanitary sewer system will require Source
Control staff to review and approve the final plans. An Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit may also
be required. Implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) adopted by the City for specific
commercial groups may also be required.

- 1In accordance with the San Jose Municipal Code, Chapter 15.14 - Industrial Waste Discharge Regulations

ESD RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMENT 'LICATION 1 : PDC06-003



The inclusion of any of the following commercial uses requires Source Control staff to review and
approve the final plans: :

= Restaurant * Photoprocessor *  Medical Clinic
® Dry Cleaner * Analytical Lab *  x-ray Chnic
* Laundry - * Dentist * Pathological Lab

Contact Source Control staff at (408) 945-3000, if you have questions.

Green Building

ESD strongly encourages the developer to take advantage of PG&E's Savings By Design (SBD) incentive
program to incorporate more energy efficient fixtures and HVAC equipment into the project. SBD will
provide incentives up to $250,000 for exceeding Title 24. For more information visit
www.savingsbydesign.com. '

ESD strongly encourages the developer to utilize the United States Green Building Council's Leadership
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) scorecard in the design and construction of the project.
Contact ESD's Green Building staff at (408) »975—2601 for more information.

Integrated Waste Management (IWM)

Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional Buildings

1. The proposed commercial development must follow the requirements for recycling container
space’. When 30 percent or more of the original floor space is added to a new or existing
building, provision must be made for the storage and collection of recyclables. Project plans
must show the placement of recycling containers, for example, within the details of the solid
waste enclosures.

2. Itis recommended that scrap construction and demolition debris be recycled instead of disposing

- ofitin a landfill. An infrastructure exists within San Jose to accommodate such recycling efforts.
Integrated Waste Management staff can provide assistance on how to recycle construction and
demolition debris from the project, including information on where to conveniently recycle the

material. For further information, contact the Commercial Solid Waste Program at (408) 535-
3515.

Water Efficiency

Commercial

The proposed development should consider installation of the following water efficient equipment as
applicable: '

* High-Efficiency Toilets (1.0 galfflush) and/or Dual Flush Toilets (0.8-1.1 galfflush for liquids,
1.6 gal/flush for solids) maximize water efficiency. High Efficiency Toilets use at least 20% less
water than standard Ultra-Low Flush Toilets (1.6 galfflush) and Dual Flush Toilets save water by
offering two separate flush settings. ’ '

_ 2 In accordance with the California Public Resources Code, Chapter 18, Articles 1 and 2

ESD RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMENT ~ SLICATION 2 PDCO06-003



PRy

cets use a sensor that allows water to flow only when users place their hands
adjacent to the faucet. All units comply with mandated flow rates (2.2 gallons per minute), with
many offering flow rates as low as 1.5 gallons per minute. Additionally, the replacement of

. manual hot and cold water valves with an electrically actuated valve eliminates two ‘high-
maintenance items from the restroom. Additional benefits can include improved sanitation and
perceived cleanliness because of their hands-free operation. Electronic restroom products can
also help facilities meet the accessibility requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.
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Financial incentives may be available for installing various types of residential, commercial, industrial or

institutional water efficient appliances or equipment. Contact the Santa Clara Valley Water District for
more information and availability.

Call the Santa Clara Valley Water District Water Conservation Hotline at (408) 265-2607 ext 2554 or
visit www.valleywater.org

ESD RESPONSE TO DEVELOPMEN"  PLICATION 3 . PDC06-003



CITY OF g@
SAN JOSE ~ Memorandum

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY
DATE: 01/19/06

TO: Jeff Roche
FROM: Nadia Naum-Stoian

Re: Plan Review Comments

PLANNING NO: PDCO06-003 :

DESCRIPTION: Planned Development Rezoning from IP(PD) Industrial Park Planned
Development Zoning District to A(PD) Planned Development Zoning
District to allow up to 164,600 square feet for wholesales and retail
commercial uses and 40,000 square feet for garden center uses ona 18.75
gross acre site

LOCATION: northeast corner of Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie Road (LOWE'S HOME
IMPROVEMENT)

ADDRESS: northeast corner of Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie Road (LOWE'S HOME
IMPROVEMENT) (5600 COTTLE RD Bldg 25)

FOLDER #: 06 001417 ZN

The Fire Department’s review was limited to verifying compliance of the project to Article 9,
Appendix ITI-A, and Appendix III-B of the 2001 California Fire Code with City of San Jose
Amendments (SJFC). Compliance with all other applicable fire and building codes and
standards relating to fire and panic safety shall be verified by the Fire Department during the
Building Permit process.

. These comments are based on the following information from drawings dated
11/01/05 by SSOE Inc. Arch. & Eng., and 1/6/06 by AMS Assoc. Inc.

Largest building: 180,000 sq. ft.
Construction Type: VN
Occupancy Group: M/S

Number of stories: 1

1. The project plans as submitted, do not comply with the Fire Code. The following are
discrepancies noted:



a) The plans do not indicate that the required fire flow of 4500GPM will be available at
the project site. Please ask the applicant to immediately contact Jim Bariteau of San
Jose Water Co. at 408-279-7874 to get the water flow information.

b) The plans do not show location of hydrants. The required fire flow shall be provided
through 4 hydrants.

2. Please advice the applicant to submit plans to the Fire Department that provide
the following information:

a) Location of fire hydrants. The average distance between hydrants shall not exceed
250feet.

b) Available fire flow. Provide a copy of the letter from San Jose Water Co. that indicates
the water flow available.

Note: The plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department by appointment only (call Nadia
Naum-Stoian) as soon as possible.

Nadia Naum-Stoian

Fire Protection Engineer
Bureau of Fire Prevention
Fire Department

(408) 535-7699
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Roche, Jeff

From: Renk, Jennifer [JRenk@steefel.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, February 21, 2007 6:12 PM

To: Renk, Jennifer; Amy Paulsen; Judith Malamut; david.clore@lsa-assoc.com; Danielsen, Akoni;
Joseph.Horwedel@sanjoseca.gov; Gurza, Renee; Walton, Susan; Roche, Jeff
Cc: Doane, Rob - Robert P Mark Stoner; Jim Manion; Davidoff, Judy V.

Subject: RE: PAC SJ Responses

Akoni and Judy, attached please find Lowe's responses to the Historic Landmarks
Commission comment letter. Please let us know if you'd like to discuss.

Best regards, Jennifer

Jennifer E. Renk, Esq.

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss

A Professional Corporation ,
One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor
San Francisco, California 94111
Tel: (415) 788-0900

Direct: (415) 403-3373

Fax: (415) 788-2019

Mobile: (510) 541-5829
jrenk@steefel.com

www steefel.com

This email, including any attachments, and their use by any recipient are subject to terms, conditions, restrictions and disclaimers that can be
reviewed by clicking http://www.steefel.com/about/disclaimer/.

2/22/2007
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Akoni Danielson 17710
CC: David Clore ’ '
Judy Malamut
Jim Manion
Mark Stoner

FROM: Judy Davidoff
Jennifer E. Renk

DATE: February 21, 2007

RE: Responses to Historic Landmarks Commission Comment Letter

The following sets forth Lowe’s responses to the Historic Landmarks
Commission’s November 16, 2006. The responses are calibrated with LSA’s enumerated letter
for the Responses to Comments document. :

1. This comment reflects the Commission’s opinion and does not require a response.

2. The Urban Conservation/Preservation Major Strategy will be added as a text revision to
‘the Responses to Comments.

3. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issue. Therefore, no response is
necessary.
4. The update to the Council Policy on the Preservation of Historic Landmarks will be

added as a text revision to the Responses to Comments.

5. This comment reflects the Commission’s opinion and does not raise any specific
environmental issue. No response is required. -

6. This comment reflects the Commission’s opinion and does not raise any specific
environmental issue. No response is required.

7. Comment noted. However, due to the site’s constraints and the need to adequately park
the site, the Project Design Alternatives could not accommodate the Phase 2 retail. With respect
to the Phase 2 retail being located within Building 025, Commenter is directed to pages 246-248
of the DEIR, which summarizes the finding in Appendix E-3 that the modifications necessary to
renovate Building 025 for a retail use would have an adverse impact to the structure as an

17710:6564129.1
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historic resource. Consequently, it would not be feasible for Building 025 to accommodate the
Phase 2 retail component, as Commenter suggests.

8. Commenter is directed to the Fehr & Peers memorandum dated January 19, 2007, which
concludes that the parking supply necessary for the re-use of Building 025 and a Lowe’s store
would not adequately serve the demand of both uses during peak weekday conditions.

9. Comment noted. This comment reflects the Commission’s opinion and does not raise
any specific environmental issue. No response is required.

10. The possibility of including rooftop parking instead of underground parking does not
avoid the functional problems associated with access to parking (whether underground or on the
roof) and the L-shaped configuration. Lowe’s use of rooftop parking in other states does not
justify the approach here especially if such an approach would not minimize the functlonal
problems nor significantly decrease the construction costs.

1. Commenter suggests that logistical difficulties could be addressed by locating Lowe’s
employee parking on the other side of Building 025 or below grade. The suggestion that Lowe’s -
employee parking could be located on the far side of the site ignores the fact that both uses
assumed for the site—office in Building 025 and Lowe’s—must be adequately parked. The Fehr
& Peers memorandum dated January 19, 2007 confirms that the parking supply associated with
the re-use of Building 025 and the Lowe’s store likely would not serve the demand from both
uses during peak weekday conditions. Consequently, Commenter’s suggestion would be
undesirable not only for Lowe’s, but for the tenants and visitors of Building 025 who would be
relying on sufficient parking for customer convenience and economic viability.

With respect to below grade parking, the DEIR notes that the construction costs
associated with underground parking would be at least double the construction cost of the
proposed project. However, as noted in the DEIR, if the economic viability of providing
underground parking or a parking structure for customers on the site is questionable, then the
viability of pursuing an “employee only” option is even less supportable and does not solve the
overall parking problems associated with the alternative site plan.

12.  The Commission’s belief that the re-use of Building 025 for specialized retail would not
constitute a significant adverse impaet to the historic resource is noted and included in the
record. The viability of locating the Lowe’s store next to Building 025 fails for reasons
unrelated to the type of re-use for Building 025. Consequently, the consideration of a retail re-
use within the L-Shaped 112,000 Square Foot Lowe’s Alternative would not change the DEIR s
conclusion that locating this smaller Lowe’s store in the South San Jose market would hinder
Lowe’s ability to compete with other home improvement stores in the area.

13. The DEIR states that “alternate (and more expensive) means of construction could also
potentially be employed to otherwise comply with the CBC in lieu of a 60 foot separation.”
(DEIR, p. 273.) This statement encompasses the Commenter’s suggestion that the California
Historical Building Code be consulted to explore fire-resistive construction alternatives.

2
17710:6564129.1
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14, Commenter’s opinion is noted and included in the record.

In a follow-up letter dated January 17, 2007, RMW reemphasizes its finding that the
marketplace for retail projects dictates that tenant spaces be flexible in size and use and have
adequate exposure, among other needs and expectations. The basic configuration of the building
does not lend itself to providing visual exposure, which is customary for retail tenants.
Accordingly, due to user requirements for interior flexibility, building signage, parking and
loading requirements adjacent to the building, visual exposure, and building performance
expectations, it is RMW’s professional opinion that a retail use would have a significant adverse
impact on the historic resource.

15. Commenter’s opinion as to the overall integrity of Building 025 is noted and included in
the record. '

Again, RMW notes in its January 17" letter that, although an exemption to Title 24
energy requirements would be possible if this building were given historic status, market
expectations would dictate the requirement that Building 025 meet at least minimum code
performance standards. Moreover, it is RMW’s opinion that film and window coverings would
not be ideal for retail users, due to the resulting impairment to interior visual exposure. Lastly,
RMW continues to recommend that the storefront system be replaced because of the need for
new tenant entries and service doors and given the general condition of the aged system, as well
as the retail market expectations for visual exposure and energy performance.

16. © Comment is noted and included in the record. RMW did not undertake its structural
analysis to determine how previous building codes were exceeded and the Structural Narrative
prepared by Forell/Elsessor Engineers, Inc. dated December 9, 2005 specifies the minimum
upgrades necessary for code compliance with current standards.

17.. The Commenter’s opposition to the demolition of Building 025 is noted and included in
the record. No response is required.

17710:6564129.1
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MEMORANDUM
Date: ~January 19, 2007
To: Judy Malamut, LSA Associates
From: Sohrab Rashid/Kristiann Choy
Subject: Lowe’s Store DEIR in San Jose, California— Supporting Information for

Response to Comments on Parking for Project Alternatives
8§J05-812

This memorandum presents clarification and additional supporting information to address
comments on the DEIR for the proposed Lowe’s retail development located at the intersection of
Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie Road in San Jose, California. The information in this
memorandum addresses comments regarding the parking supply for several of the project
alternatives. :

Background

The parking analysis in the DEIR for the proposed project determined that the proposed supply
would not meet the City code for retail uses. The analysis indicated that a parking supply ratio of
1 space per 291 square feet (sf) or 618 spaces would be provided for the Lowe’s store, which is
lower than the City-required ratio of 1 space/200 sf. Based on information obtained at two other
Lowe’s stores several years ago, we concur that the supply of 618 spaces for the proposed
Lowe’s store would likely be sufficient. City staff indicated that the proposed supply was
acceptable, and no parking impacts were anticipated.

City staff prepared alternatives to the proposed project to show how Building 25 might be retained
and re-used with a smaller than proposed Lowe’s store of about 138,000 sf on the site. In the
analysis of parking for Alternative (e) (with two potential site plans depicted on Figures VII-8 and
Vil-9), Building 25 was assumed to include approximately 69,000 sf of office uses, and a total
parking supply of 561 to 582 spaces would be shared with Lowe’s. For the 582-space supply, the
allocation of parking was 235 spaces to the office building (per City code) and 347 spaces for
Lowe’s. This represents a parking ratio of 1 space/400 sf.

The City’s justification for a using substantially lower ratio for Lowe’s as compared to City code
was the survey data from two stores in Livermore and Union City showing a Saturday parking
demand at approximately 1space/500 sf. While the data was originally presented to help support
the project’s ratio of 1/291 versus the City requirement of 1/200, it is important to note that the
data was obtained in February when overall demand can be nearly 25 percent lower than the
peak demand in the summer months. In addition, the project sponsor has indicated that their
success in the Bay Area market has increased substantially since the survey data was first
obtained.

We believe that the parking supply under Alternative (e) would be insufficient for both uses baséd
on published survey data. A more detailed evaluation is presented below.

Parking Demand for Selected Alternatives

Information published in Parking Generation (3™ Edition) by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) and Shared Parking (2™ Edition) by the Urban Land Institute was used to

160 W. Santa Clara Street, Suite 675  San Jose CA 95113  (408) 278-1700  Fax (408) 278-1717
www.fehrandpeers.com
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evaluate the parking supply proposed for two of the Lowe’s project alternatives described above.
Alternative (e) on Figure VII-8 in the DEIR with a 138,000 sf Lowe’s store and 69,000 sf of office
was used in the demand evaluation.

Data in Parking Generation and Shared Parking is presented for average and 85" percentile
conditions and these values were included in this analysis. Data shows that peak demand for a
home improvement superstore occurs between 11:00 am and 5:00 pm, while office uses tend to
experience at 10:00 and 2:00 pm. Thus, peak parking demand would overlap during the
afternoon period. The projected parking demand with Alternative (e) is shown in the table below.

Estimated Parking Demand for Alternative (e) - .

138,000 sf Lowe’s Store and 69,000 Office Use in Building 25

Friday Peak Parking Demand Saturday Peak Parking Demand

Parking Rate Lowe’s Office Total Lowe's Office Total
Average 335 199 534 469 21 490
85™ %ile 4441 237 678 607 25 632

Source:  Fehr & Peers, January 2007. Parking demand estimated using Home Improvement Superstore
and General Office Building rates from Parking Generation (3"’ Edition), Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE). ‘Weekend office rates obtained from Shared Parking (2nd
Edition), Urban Land Institute.

As shown in the table, the peak weekday demand would be 534 spaces based on average rates
only. When a 10% factor is applied to the demand to account for vehicles circulating as drivers
look for available spaces, the resulting effective demand is 587 spaces, which exceeds
alternative parking supply of 582 spaces. This factor is a standard rate and is likely low given that
drivers will spend an excessive time traveling between the two parking areas shown on Figures
Vil-8 and VII-9. If the store were more popular than others (generally represented by the 85"
percentile), the peak Friday demand could be as high as 678 spaces, which exceeds the
alternative parking supply by nearly 100 spaces.

On Saturdays, the office would generate demand for a negligible number of spaces, leaving the
majority of the supply for Lowe’s customers and employees. However, the 85" percentile data
shows that the demand could exceed the supply if the store were very successful.

Conclusions

The parking supply associated with re-use of Building 25 as office and construction of a new
Lowe’s store will likely not serve the demand from both uses during peak weekday conditions.
While the demand for the Lowe’s store is not expected to occur at the City required rate of 1
spacef200 sf, use of a 1 space/400 sf for Lowe’s under any alternative could result in regular
parking deficiencies.
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Ellict Stein
CBRE Consulting

505 Montgomery Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: Historic Landmarks Commission Letter A4 and Preservation Action Council Report
comments

Dear Elliot:

In response to various comments in the Historic Landmarks Commission Letter A4 dated
November 16, 2006, and the Preservation Action Council's Report dated November 20, 2006,
we submit the following:

Letter A4

14 The marketplace for developers of retail projects dictate that tenant spaces be
flexible in size and use, and have adequate exposure, among other needs and
expectations. The basic configuration of the building does not lend itself to
providing visual exposure, which is customary for retail tenants. The current
interior layout of Building 025 is predominately hard wall small offices, which,
although it works well for an office environment, does not lend itself to the layout
requirements of retail users. Current storefront and glazing system impacts for the

‘retail user are indicated below in the response to Comment #15. The current site,
in the area immediately adjacent to the building, would require significant alteration
for customer access and service entries. Due to user requirements for interior
flexibility, building signage, parking and loading requirements adjacent to the
building, visual exposure, and building performance expectations, it remains our
recommendation that a retail use would have a significant adverse impact on this
resource.

15 Although an exemption to_Title 24 energy requirements would be possible if this
building were given historic status, other factors influence the need for improved
energy performance. Specifically, our experience in'working on projects in the
retail market has shown us that market expectations would dictate the requirement
for a minimum level of performance, comparable to other retail facilities. To stay
competitive with the marketplace, it is our recommendation that Building 025 meet

40 South Market Street Tel 408.294.8000
Suite 400 Fax 408.294.1747
San Jose, CA 95113 www.rmw.com



build

experience

January 18, 2007

Page 2

16

- these minimum code standards. Film and window coverings (as suggested in

Letter A4), would not be ideal for a retail user, as it would impact the visual
exposure to the store interior that retailers desire. The aluminum storefront system
would require reconfiguration due to new tenant entries and service doors, and
given the general condition of the aged system, coupled with reconfiguration
requirements, and retail market expectations for visual exposure and energy

performance, it remains our recommendation that the storefront system be
replaced. '

It was not the intention of our structural analysis to determine how previous
building codes were exceeded, instead it focused on how the building compares to
current code requirements. The Structural Narrative prepared by Forell/Elsessor
Engineers, Inc. dated December 9, 2005 specifies the minimum upgrades
necessary for code compliance with current standards.

PAC Report

44

60

Sincerely,

The areas identified with hazardous material content, to the best of our knowledge,
include floor tiles, ceiling tiles, HVAC supply rooms and equipment, and lead
paints. In a retail re-use, the floor tile could likely remain and be covered with new
flooring, but the other elements would be impacted by new construction required
for a retail layout, and therefore, require abatement,

RMW has experience in working on historic projects, and is very familiar with the
California Historical Building Code. Recent projects include Vintage Tower in San
Jose, and the French Laundry and AME Zion Church in Palo Alto. Both of the latter
projects dealt with adaptive re-use. RMW has worked on projects designated as
local and State Landmarks as well as buildings listed in the National Register of
Historic Places. RMW also has a vast portfolio of retail projects. We feel our
experience in working on these project typés provides us with the expertise to
evaluate projects and make recommendations, as we provided for Building 025.
Again, based on our experience, the existing interior program would need to be
removed to accommodate a retail use.

Steve Stenton

www.rmw.com
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From: Renk, Jennifer [JRenk@steefel.com]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 20, 2007 4:02 PM

To: Renk, Jennifer; Amy Paulsen; Judith Malamut; david.clore@lsa-assoc.com; Danielsen, Akoni;
Joseph.Howvedel@sanjoseca.gov; Gurza, Renee; Walton, Susan; Roche, Jeff
Cc: Doane, Rob - Robert P; Mark Stoner; Jim Manion; Davidoff, Judy V.

Subject: RE: PAC S! Responses

Attached is the Jack Bariteau letter referenced in the responses.

Jennifer E. Renk, Esq.

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss

A Professional Corporation
One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor
San Francisco, California 94111
Tel: (415) 788-0900

-Direct: (415) 403-3373

Fax: (415) 788-2019

Mobile: (510) 541-5829
jrenk@steefel.com

www steefel.com

From: Renk, Jennifer

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 3:56 PM

To: Amy Paulsen; Judith Malamut; david.clore@Isa-assoc.com; Danielsen, Akoni:
Joseph.Horwedel@sanjoseca.gov; Gurza, Renee; 'Walton, Susan'; Roche, Jeff
Cc: Doane, Rob - Robert P; 'Mark Stoner'; 'Jim Manion'; Davidoff, Judy V.
Subject: PAC SJ Responses

Akoni and Judy, attached please find Lowe's responses to the PAC SJ comment letter. Please
let us know if you'd like to discuss.

We will follow shortly with the Landmarks responses.

Best regards, Jennifer

Jennifer E. Renk, Esq.

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss

A Professional Corporation

One Embarcadero Center, 30th Fioor
San Francisco, California 94111

Tel: (415) 788-0900

- Direct: (415) 403-3373

Fax: (415) 788-2019

2/20/2007
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Mobile: (610) 541-5829

irenk@steefel com
jrenk@ el.com

S WA

www steefel.com

This email, including any attachments, and their use by any recipient are subject to terms, conditions, restrictions and disclaimers that can be
reviewed by clicking http://www.steefel.com/about/disclaimer/.

2/20/2007
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January 16, 2007

Mark Stoner

Senior Real Estate Manager

Lowe's Home Improvement Centers
- 1530 Faraday Avenue, Suite 140

Carlsbad, CA 92008

Re:  Christopher Ranch Marketplace Shopping Center
Cottle Road, San Jose

Dear Mark:

Jim Randolph of Cornish & Carey Commercial called again last week to inquire as to the
possibility of Lowe's being accommodated into our development on the former IBM campus
on Cottle Road. As you are aware, we have been in the planning process for the last
several months for our new shopping center adjacent to the site Lowe's has under contract
for purchase with IBM. Our planning program at this time includes Target as our major
anchor tenant and we therefore have no physical room within our development as master
planned for a Lowe's Home Improvement Center.

We believe that a Lowe's in the immediate vicinity of our new project should be allowed to
proceed and | trust that the City of San Jose will finally grant Lowe's and IBM the approvals
to do so. Please let me know if you have any further questions at your earliest
convenience.

Sincerely,

CHRISTOPHER RANCH MARKETPLACE, LLC

(dack E. Bariteau, Jr.~
Managing Member

JEB/sd

cc:  Jim Randolph - Cornish & Carey
Mark O. Sweeney - CM Realty

OO0 Fmerson Strect = Palo Ao, G 20300 el 1o3 0 1L0243 = Fax 16507 3262920 = E uil; keenanlderyahon,cem
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From: Renk, Jennifer [JRenk@steefel.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2007 3:56 PM

To: Amy Paulsen; Judith Malamut; david.clore@lsa-assoc.com; Danielsen, Akoni;
Joseph.Horwedel@sanjoseca.gov; Gurza, Renee; Walton, Susan; Roche, Jeff
Cc: Doane, Rob - Robert P; Mark Stoner; Jim Manion; Davidoff, Judy V.

Subject: PAC SJ Responses

Akoni and Judy, attached please find Lowe's responses to the PAC SJ comment letter. Please
let us know if you'd like to discuss.

We will follow shortly with the Landmarks responses.

Best regards, Jennifer

Jennifer E. Renk, Esq.

Steefel, Levitt & Weiss

A Professional Corporation
One Embarcadero Center, 30th Floor
San Francisco, California 94111
Tel: (415) 788-0900

Direct: (415) 403-3373

Fax: (415) 788-2019

Mobile: (510) 541-5829
jrenk@steefel.com
www.steefel.com

This email, including any éttachments, and their use by any recipient are subject to terms, conditions, restrictions and disclaimers that can be
reviewed by clicking http://www.steefel.com/about/disclaimer/.

2/20/2007
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Akoni Danielson. 17710
CC: David Clore
Judy Malamut
Jim Manion
Mark Stoner

FROM: Judy Davidoff .
Jennifer E. Renk

DATE: February 20, 2007
RE: Responses to PAC SJ Comment Letter

The following sets forth Lowe’s responses to the Preservation Action Council of
San Jose’s November 20, 2006 correspondence. The responses are calibrated with LSA’s
enumerated letter for the Responses to Comments document.

1. Contrary to Commenter’s remark, the DEIR states that the square footages for the Lowe’s
store and Phase 2 retail have been decreased in size due to the site’s constraints. (DEIR, p. 34.)

1.1 The proposed new Lowe’s store provides for additional square footage for
purposes of analyzing environmental impacts from a worst-case scenario perspective, as stated in
footnote 3 on page 37 of the DEIR. The new project is “less intensive” than the 2003 proposal
because it contemplates development of 204,600 square feet, instead of the 220,000 proposed in
2003. This reflects a decrease of 15,600 square feet and is, therefore, “less intensive.” (See
DEIR, p. 37.)

2. Refer to response 1.1. The DEIR accurately states that the new Lowe’s site plan reflects
a less intensive project than that analyzed in 2003. (DEIR, p. 37.) The statement is accurate
because the overall square footage of the project—i.e. the Lowe’s store and the Phase 2 retail—
has decreased.

3. The two Home Depot stores within six miles of the proposed Lowe’s are located at 635
West Capitol Expressway and 920 Blossom Hill Road. The West Capitol Expressway store is
roughly 130,000 square feet, Home Depot’s prototypical size. The Blossom Hill store is roughly
90,000 square feet, a smaller than usual store because it occupied an existing building footprint.
The Home Depot on West Capitol Expressway has been open for roughly 5 years, while the store
on Blossom Hill has been open for close to 20 years. Lowe’s understands that 2 more Home
Depots have been approved in San Jose with single-story, full size footprints and at-grade
parking.

17710:6556639.2
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4. Refer to Response 1.1. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issue,
Therefore, no response is necessary.

5. The 10-K Annual Report cited in Appendix E-3 dates back to 2005. At that time, Lowe’s
relied on its 94K and 116K prototypes for its expansion strategy. The Report, however, does not
stand for the proposition that Lowe’s will not ever re-evaluate its expansion strategy and modify
its prototypical stores. That said, the conceptual site plan in the EIR allows for the Lead Agency
to analyze the Lowe’s store’s environmental impacts from a worst case scenario. The actual
footprint of the store reflects the Larger Lowe’s Prototype. Consequently, Lowe’s need not
“justify” the building of a larger store within the confines of the EIR because the actual square
footage of the building most likely will be less than that reflected in the conceptual site plan in
the DEIR.

6. The demolition of Building 025 is necessary in order for the City and the applicant to
achieve the project’s objectives. The City Council enjoys the discretion to make findings in
support of overriding considerations in keeping with the mandates of CEQA.

7. The Commenter poses questions about the sizing of the Lowe’s store. This comment
does not bring up any specific environmental issues; therefore, no response is necessary.

8. The square footage for the sales area is approximately 118,560 and the area for the
receiving/storage area is roughly 13,544 square feet.

9. Commenter states an opinion about Phase 2 retail that does not require a response.
However, it should be noted that the Phase 2 retail pads do not fit into any of the project
alternative site plans because of the site’s size constraints. The Phase 2 retail is an important

component of the Lowe’s proposal that would not be rendered “unnecessary” with the retention
of Building 025.

10. Comment noted. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues and
does not require a response.

11. Comment noted. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issues and
does not require a response.

12. LSA to explain.

13. According to Amy Herman at CBRE, the primary market area identified for the Lowe’s
store conservatively corresponds with a two-mile ring around the store location. This market area
definition assumes that shoppers would be indifferent between shopping at Home Depot or at
Lowe’s, and would shop at the store closest to their home. This is conservative in that shoppers
do discriminate between the two retailers, often with a preference for one or the other, especially
when they engage in comparison shopping. However, for more convenience-oriented purchases,
shoppers will prefer the store closest to their home and most accessible. Analysis of the two-mile
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ring demonstrates that if the store only served this population, it would be more than sufﬁciently
supported. Any demand attracted from beyond this area would enhance the success of the store.

The population base within this two-mile ring was estimated to total 80,684 in 2005, projected to
increase to 83,242 in 2010.

14. This comment requests information (development costs and sales figures for multi-level

Home Depot stores) which is proprietary to Home Depot and is not available to the City or to the
Lowe’s development team.

15. CBRE Consulting believes that there is no contradiction in the DEIR with respect to
references to the market area’s population, the size of the proposed South San Jose store, and the
viability of a multi-level Lowe’s store. Regarding the size of the proposed store vis-a-vis the
2003 project, please refer to Response 1. The DEIR found that while there is sufficient demand
to support the proposed Lowe’s store, the high cost and operational inefficiencies associated with

developing and operating a multi-level store could not be justified for the Cottle Road site.
Primary reasons include:

" Higher construction costs can only be justified in densely developed areas where
higher than normal sales per square foot can be expected. That is not the case in
San Jose where competitors are able to build and operate stores in a traditional
single-story configuration at a lower cost compared to a multi-story building. It
is noteworthy that all of the examples cited in the DEIR of multi-level stores
developed by Home Depot are located in much higher-density locations than
South San Jose (i.e. Manhattan, Chicago and Brooklyn).

* Lowe’s reports that it has never built a 2-story store and that it has no plans to do
so because such a format is not compatible with its business model as described
in detail in the EIR. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 20.)

16. Again, the Commenter incorrectly assumes that the conceptual site plan in the DEIR
reflects the absolute size of the store when, rather, the worst case scenario was included for
purposes of the environmental analysis. The size of the Lowe’s store is well-suited for the South
San Jose market, as discussed in Appendix E-3 of the DEIR.

17. As discussed in both the DEIR (p. 244-245) and Appendix E-3 (p. 19), the Lowe’s
business model contains two primary prototypical stores, the 94K and the 116K. Lowe’s has
curtailed the development of a mid-size prototype, the 102K, because of their competitive
problems in the marketplace. Consequently, the DEIR concludes that the 116K prototype is the
appropriate size for the South San Jose market.

18. As noted in Response-17, Lowe’s no longer pursues the development of the 102K stores
because they have failed to adequately compete in their market areas. This prototype, however,
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still would be inappropriate for South San Jose because it is not a high density “metropolitan
area” but rather a suburban market with competitors that are surface parked.

19.  The existence of Home Depot stores in the market area requires that Lowe’s, who is new
to the San Jose market unlike Home Depot, be extremely competitive in the marketplace by
providing a full range of merchandise since the home improvement market is so saturated.

20. Refer to Response-1 and Response-15. Lowe’s anticipates that the store will generate
enough sales volume in the South San Jose market to support a Larger Lowe’s Prototype. Again,
as noted above, the high costs associated with a multi-level store (which Lowe’s has never built)
would be justifiable only in very densely urban markets where higher than normal sales per
square foot can be expected.

21. It is unclear from this comment what, if any, specific environmental issue is raised.
Consequently, no response is required pursuant to CEQA.

22. Generally, Lowe’s has garden centers for its Larger Lowe’s Prototype that range from
roughly 30,000 square feet to 33,000 square feet. The Commenter’s request for a list of all such
Lowe’s stores does not raise any specific environmental issues associated with the IBM site, so
no response is required.

23. Comment noted. Commenter provides a matrix of the DEIR’s Historic Resources
Mitigation Alternatives. No response is required.

24. Yes. A text revision will correct the order in the text.

25.  LSA to provide the peﬁjking allocation for each alternative,
26. LSA

27.  Refer to Fehr & Peers 1/19/07 memorandum.

28.  Refer to Fehr & Peers 1/19/07 memorandum.

29. The alternatives for the DEIR are conceptual in nature and, because none represent a
store that Lowe’s has ever attempted to build, the majority of site plans do not delineate the sales
floor area or support space. Commenter fails to state how this request relates to any specific
environmental issue; therefore, no response is required for purposes of CEQA.

30. The square footage shown on the plan is an approximation and the “Two-Story 170,000
Square Foot Lowe’s with Parking Structure Alternative” is a title with a rounded square footage.

31 The data in Appendix E-3 of the DEIR supports the contention that the construction costs
would be double the cost of the Lowe’s store as proposed because of all of the additional costs
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associated with the extra time required to deal with design and the entitlement and construction
processes. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 22.)
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32.  The Larger Lowe’s Prototype, or 116K, is used as the point of comparison.

33. Refer to Response 31. Costs associated with the design, construction, entitlement process
and operation of multi-story stores far exceed the costs of construction of a standard Lowe’s
116K prototype in a suburban market. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 22.)

34.  The Nolte letter dated November 10, 2006 indicates that the cost of constructing a
parking structure would be about $60 per square foot versus the surface parking cost of $15-$18
per square foot. This equates to a cost increase of roughly four times that of the surface parking
option.

35.  The DEIR does indeed contain supporting evidence that the 2-story 170,000 square foot
alternative would fail to provide for a large, open retail sales area. The DEIR and Appendix E3
discuss at length the logistical difficulties that a two-story store would present because such a
configuration would be unable to achieve the simple, rectangular shape that allows for efficient
circulation, as well as the merchandising and displaying of goods. (DEIR, p. 259 and Appendix
E-3,p. 21-23)) '

36.  Refer to Fehr and Peers 1/ 1‘,9/07:me_m\6ré.‘ndurh;

37.  The distinction between Lowe’s customers who shop for big-ticket items versus those
who shop for basics is not contradictory as Commenter suggests. The DEIR correctly addresses
the logistical difficulties associated with a two-story or I-shaped Lowe’s store, indeed Judge
Nichols concurred with this analysis. The Commenter confuses the point about the customer
base percentage that seeks basics. The percentage of sales generated from the customer base is
discussed in the context of access to the store. That is, customers will seek out more convenient
stores if access is an issue especially when the market is glutted with other home improvement

-stores. This market reality does not, however, diminish the fact that many customers do seek big
ticket or awkward items such as lumber, appliances, bricks, BBQs, lawnmowers, patio fumiture,
flooring, etc., which make the logistical difficulties of a two-story or L-shaped store yet another
reason for customers to choose more convenient and safer alternatives. In other words, the two
scenarios are not mutually exclusive but rather underscore the importance of access and
convenience from a competitive standpoint.

38. The DEIR shows that Lowe’s merchandising is based upon a proven model that is
replicated from store to store. Consequently, Commenter’s presumption that Lowe’s simply
would place bulky items and lumber on the first level ignores the fact that the customers will still
have to navigate the store and parking field with much inconvenience and difficulty. Moreover,
the inconveniences not normally present in a single-story format would exist no matter where the
“bulky” items were to be placed. '
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39. Commenter again ignores the inconvenience discussed in the DEIR. The difficulty of
transporting of large, bulky materials is but one consequence of a two-story store. The DEIR
discusses the staff, customer, and vendor inconvenience associated with navigating carts in
elevators or escalators, no matter what kind of goods are being transported. Therefore, the
simple suggestion that smaller items be placed upstairs does not eliminate the difficulties and
inefficiencies for shoppers used to the merchandising that accompanies the single-story format.

40. Yes. The DEIR and Lowe’s have consistently pointed out that the 94K prototype does
not provide the full assortment of merchandise offered in the Larger Scale Lowe’s.

41. Commenter suggests that the San Jose suburban market should make a 138,000 square
foot store profitable “albeit with a high-priced, fast-paced merchandise turn-over rate.”
Commenter misunderstands the differences in the Lowe’s prototypes as discussed in the DEIR

-and Appendix E-3. The 94K does not carry the same merchandise assortment or provide for the
same merchandise storage and display as the larger 116K store that Lowe’s develops for larger
primary markets, such as South San Jose. The inability to fully stock all merchandise expected
for a Lowe’s store devalues the customer experience because of the expectation that items seen
in advertisements or other large Lowe’s store will be stocked in a smaller store. Once this
expectation i1s damaged, customers will seek out competitors who do stock certain items not
carried at this smaller Lowe’s. This competitive disadvantage cannot be overcome by “turn-
over” as Commenter suggests.

42, Refer to Response 1.1. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issue.
Therefore, no response is necessary.

43, Commenter is directed to Figures VII-8 and VII-9. These alternatives evaluate a smaller
Lowe’s store without any direct impact to Building 025.

44. Text will be modified to include reference to Phase 2 retail.

45. The DEIR’s consideration of other land uses provided for under the current zoning and
General Plan designations is appropriate, especially in light of the broad array of allowable uses
such as retail, office, light industrial, and quasi-public.

46. Commenter requests that the EIR be revised to include an evaluation of possible medical
- office uses in Building 025. The DEIR and Appendix E-3 evaluate the feasibility of office uses
for Building 025, as well as the feasibility of using Building 025 for office condominium
purposes (DEIR p. 246, 248 and Appendix E-3 p. 9-17.) The DEIR concludes that the costs
associated with the necessary renovations of Building 025 would make conversion to office uses
financially impracticable. This conclusion extends to the concept of “medical office” because
the same costs associated with the building’s rehabilitation apply. Consequently, the DEIR
adequately evaluates the feasibility of all office uses for Building 025.

47. Lowe’s has confirmed that it has stores with fooftop parking in Metairie, LA and
Framingham, MA, whose footprints do not deviate from the larger Lowe’s prototype size.

6
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Lowe’s also has identified a larger Lowe’s prototype store in Woburn, MA that has split level
parking structures in the front parking area. A store is in the development stages in Charlotte,
N.C. that will have rooftop parking, as well. These are 4 examples of deviations from Lowe’s
prototypical parking field out of roughly 1,300 Lowe’s stores. It is important to note that these
stores do not deviate from the typical 116k size and rectangular, one-story layout, nor are they L-
shaped or built behind another building such as Building 025.

48. This comment does not raise any specific environmental issue. Therefore, no response is
necessary.
49. Commenter poses a question relative to cubicles in Building 025. This comment does not

raise any specific environmental issue. Therefore, no response is necessary.

50. The CBRE report concludes that the reuse of Building 025 for retail would make the
recruiting of tenants to the building difficult because its layout and impaired access and visibility
deviate from the “typical, efficient configuration of a ‘strip center.” (DEIR p. 247.) This
comparison is based on typical tenant expectations for retail uses in a suburban market and is
neither outdated nor unnecessarily limiting as Commenter suggests.

51.  The DEIR does not conclusorily reject the possibility of a school or community group
using Building 025 as Commenter suggests. Rather, the 2003 EIR, which is incorporated by
reference into the DEIR, confirmed that the Oak Grove School District has no need for or
interest in additional school sites. It also confirmed that the San Jose Department of Parks,
Recreation, and Neighborhood Services indicated that it would be unable to acquire some or all
of the site for park or community center use due to tight budget constraints. Consequently, the
DEIR does not “reject” these alternatives, but instead appropriately references contacts made
with officials who confirmed that the City and school district would not be interested in
purchasing Building 025.

52. The City agrees with the Hardy report’s opinion (Appendix E-2) that the removal of any
portion of Building 025 would result in a direct impact to the historic resource rendering it
possibly ineligible for listing on the State and National Registers. (DEIR, p. 252.) The City
agrees with this professional opinion and, as such, determined that any configuration that
involves a partial removal of Building 025 would net avoid the significant impacts to the historic
resource and warrants no further consideration under CEQA.

53. Commenter is directed to the letter sent from Jack Bariteau to Lowe’s dated January 16,
2007, which states that the Christopher Ranch Marketplace Shopping Center in the Hitachi
development has “no physical room within [its] development as master planned for a Lowe’s
Home Improvement Center.”

54.  Referto Response 53. Moreover, the Target and supermarket contemplated for the

Hitachi site are major anchor tenants that complement the thoughtfully designed master plan that
simply cannot be “placed on the IBM site instead.”
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55. - The DEIR assumes that the proposed 17-acre project would be developed on a portion of
the iStar site and correctly subtracts 57 acres from the analysis. (DEIR, p. 278:)

56. Commenter misinterprets the DEIR’s analysis. The DEIR states that the development of
the entire iStar site as approved would result in the removal of thousands of trees. The DEIR,
therefore, assumes that, if 17 acres of the iStar site were developed for a Lowe’s store, some
ordinance-size trees would likely need to be removed, similar to the impacts on the IBM site.
This is assumption does not over-inflate the potential development impacts.

57. The viability of the iStar site for a Lowe’s store was evaluated by the Lowe’s Real Estate
Committee, which determined that the access is inferior to that of the IBM site. (DEIR, p.279.)

58. The Hitachi development plan contemplates improvements timed to coincide with certain
phases of the overall development. Consequently, the exact timing of the Great Oaks and Via
Del Oro improvements is unclear, which contributes to the site’s lack of viability for Lowe’s.
(DEIR, p. 279-280.) Moreover, Lowe’s finds that the access will not be adequate for a home
improvement retailer in the South San Jose market.

59. This question does not raise any specific environmental issue under CEQA. Therefore,
no response is necessary. However, as to the “negative” of a new public street system,

Commenter is directed to Response 58. Moreover, the Endicott improvement alluded to by the
Commenter will come on line with phase 2 of Hitachi’s plan. This timing is uncertain as well.

60.  The reference to Lowe’s anticipated customer base is but one reason why the site is
infeasible for Lowe’s. Commenter incorrectly assumes that this point alone supports a finding of
infeasibility for the iStar site when, in fact, the City will have to look at the substantial evidence
in the totality of the record to make such a finding.

6l. The iStar site does not meet the Lowe’s project objective relative to “good local access.”
(DEIR, p. 279-280.)

62. The City Council enjoys the discretion to find alternative sites feasible if such a
determination can be supported by substantial evidence.

63. This question does not raise any specific env1ronmenta1 issue. Therefore, no response is
necessary. :

64.  Has a recent inquiry been made on this?

65.  Because Lowe’s cannot acquire, control or otherw1se have access to the Reinhardt site,

the CEQA inquiry ends there.

66.  LSA opinion here?
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67. The DEIR explains that the hazardous materials would have to removed if the building is
demolished or rehabilitated. (DEIR, p. 246.) Even assuming that certain materials could be
“encapsulated,” thereby triggering some cost savings, the DEIR appropriately analyzes the
additional costs associated with rehabilitating Building 025. Consequently, the additional
analysis relative to “encapsulation” is unnecessary. '

68. According to Amy Herman at CBRE, based upon the sales data available from the State
of California Board of Equalization, it is not possible to know all the other cities that benefit
from San Jose’s leakage. Most likely this includes all the heavily-retailed cities bordering San
Jose and beyond, as shoppers will travel to the shopping nodes nearest their homes. Accordingly,
the retail sales leaving San Jose generated by residents living near the proposed Lowe’s site are
accruing to the benefit of many Bay Area cities, most notably those closest to South San Jose,
such as Gilroy and Milpitas. Because of this dispersion, it is highly unlikely that any one city is
going to incur a sufficient amount of diverted sales related to the projected Lowe’s sales to cause
an existing home improvement retailer to close. Further, the retailer most likely to lose the
greatest amount of sales is Lowe’s itself, as shoppers seeking to shop at Lowe’s will redirect

 their sales from the next nearest Lowe’s to the new San Jose Lowe’s. This especially pertains to
larger, comparison shopping goods. In this manner, Lowe’s sales at existing stores will decline,
but not sharply enough to trigger store closure. Moreover, Lowe’s is seeking to open the San
Jose store to better serve its market. Therefore, any consequent drop in other area store sales
would be expected and not perceived by Lowe’s to be detrimental.

69. The urban decay analysis conducted by CBRE Consulting did examine impacts on
smaller retailers in the vicinity of the Lowe’s development site, especially within the two-mile
ring primary market area. Stores within a larger South San Jose area were also identified,
although the analysis indicated the area is sparsely populated by smaller retailers. The demand in
the two-mile primary market area was deemed sufficient to support existing home improvement
stores as well as the proposed Lowe’s. The market is already accustomed to the presence of big
box home improvement retailers given the high rate of saturation in the area achieved by Home
Depot, of which many stores are proximate to the two-mile ring. Therefore, it is highly unlikely
that the addition of yet one more big box home improvement retailer will be the incremental
change that would hurt existing small retailers sufficiently enough to cause their business
operation to close. However, assuming they are well-located relative to retailer site location
criteria, any such store closures could be readily retenanted, given the high level of sales leakage

experienced by San Jose, coupled with strong residential growth, fueling demand for yet more
retail. '

70. The DEIR is not so much making the statement that the market is saturated as it is
identifying that there are other shopping opportunities available to serve the identified Lowe’s
market if the store is not located at the proposed site. Shoppers seeking convenience-oriented
goods will naturally shop at the most convenient, accessible location. In that manner, a relocation
of the Lowe’s store one mile south of its proposed location, at the iStar site, would remove the
store sufficiently from its intended market to no longer be the closest home improvement
shopping option, thus diluting prospective demand for the store.

9

17710:6556639.2



oo

STEEFEL, LEVITT & WEISS

71. The DEIR finds that the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to
the existing visual character of the site and would damage scenic resources.

72. According to CBRE, customers who will shop at the Lowe’s store will divert their sales
from other Lowe’s stores as well as other stores throughout the immediate area, and possibly
other locations in San Jose and surrounding cities. Where sales are diverted from will depend
upon the type of merchandise involved. Given the wide range of merchandise available at
Lowe’s, and the corresponding wide range of stores selling comparable goods, the level of sales
achieved at Lowe’s to the detriment of existing stores is unlikely to be sufficient to do harm to
the existing stores, and would be unlikely to trigger store closure. In fact, Lowe’s conducts an
internal audit when considering store openings to determine that it will not negatively affect
other neighboring Lowe’s stores. Moreover, other stores that do close, if any, could be readily
retenanted, given the high level of sales leakage experienced by San Jose, coupled with strong
residential growth, fueling demand for yet more retail. Growth in demand generated by
residential growth will help mitigate any lost store sales and would also generate strong demand
for the Lowe’s store. However, no existing store closures are anticipated due to the operations of
the Lowe’s store.

Commenter is also directed to Response 68.

73. Visibility is but one of several criteria that retailers use to assess the viability of potential
sites. Lowe’s determined that the iStar site is not viable for its particular use based upon a
number of factors, including visibility, access, and location.

74. According to Amy Herman at CBRE, while customers will travel a large distance for
costly comparison shopping goods, such as appliances, cabinets, and bulk lumber, others needing
smaller items will be unwilling to drive long distances for smaller, more convenience-oriented
home improvement items. Given their relative value, the noted leakage is most likely for these
cited comparison shopping goods. it is the more convenience-oriented shoppers that Lowe’s
seeks to ensure they can serve by situating the store in a central location. Shoppers for the
comparison shopping goods are likely to originate from a greater distance and be more
indifferent to the precise store location, although accessibility is always key, as is location
relative to other competitive stores, including other Lowe’s store locations.

75.  Asnoted on pages 12 and 156 of the DEIR, Lowe’s will refain a qualified conservator to
rehabilitate and relocate Gurdon Woods® sculpture to “an appropriate comparable setting.” This
setting will be determined upon the retention of such an expert.

76. The City enjoys the discretion to approve the Lowe’s project regardless of the General
Plan’s policies if overriding considerations are supported by substantial evidence in the record.

77. The DEIR does not suggest that the Lowe’s store be deemed “more important” than
preserving Building 025. The DEIR prov1des analysis so that the City Council can make an
informed decision as to the project.

10
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78. Refer to Response 77.

79. Lowe’s projects that the project will provide 100 construction jobs and will employ
roughly 175 people. Commenter refers to EIR’s assertion relative to Lowe’s provision of jobs in
proportion to the area required for its project. The DEIR does not make this assertion (nor does
Lowe’s.). The DEIR does state that the proposed project would provide new commercial
development and contribute to the improvement of the City’s jobs and housing balance. (DEIR,
p. 51.)

80. The project will provide up to 175 jobs. Given that the site is underutilized and vacant,
this revitalization constitutes an “employee intensive use” located near transit facilities.in
keeping with the City’s Commercial Land Use Policies.

The Lowe’s commercial development will further the City’s commercial goals by
locating in close proximity to employment centers, residential neighborhoods and transit. This
proximity will encourage transportation alternatives for customers and employees alike.

81. Public transit is not “out of the question” for every Lowe’s customer, nor is it “out of the
question” for employees and customers of the Phase 2 retail uses. Such use of public transit is
not insignificant as Commenter suggests.

82. The Project Impacts on Transit section of the DEIR explains that most of the project’s
transit riders will be employees and customers of Phase 2 retail, but it does not preclude the use
of transit by Lowe’s customers. The DEIR’s finding that the project will not have a significant
impact on transit does not imply that the use of public transit will be insignificant, as Commenter
suggests. The DEIR merely concludes that the City’s transit routes located near the Lowe’s
project have enough capacity to absorb users from the site.

83. The DEIR states that the “City’s standard mitigation measures for reporting and
evaluating cultural resources” will be followed in the event resources are found during the
project’s construction. "

LSA—want to add a cite to the City’s standards or provide il RTC?

84.  CBRE hired the well-regarded architecture and design firm, RMW, to evaluate Building
025 from an architectural perspective. RMW has experience in working on historic projects, and
is very familiar with the California Historical Building Code. Recent projects include Vintage
Tower in San Jose, and the French Laundry and AME Zion Church in Palo Alto. Both of the
latter projects dealt with adaptive re-use. RMW has worked on projects designated as local and
State Landmarks as well as buildings listed in the National Register of Historic Places. RMW
also has a vast portfolio of retail projects. It is RMW’s professional opinion that the existing
interior program of Building 025 would need to be removed to accommodate a reuse. (See
DEIR, Appendix E-3, Appendix B.) '

11
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ViA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Darren McBain

Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

200 E. Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Re: Comments on San Jose Lowe’s Store Draft Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Mr. McBain:

On behalf of Lowe’s HIW, Inc., we submit the following comments on the San
Jose Lowe’s Store Draft Environmental Impact Report (‘DEIR”). While we find the DEIR to be
well written, we do, however, believe that the Final Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”)
should expand and clarify the DEIR’s conclusions relative to the alternatives analysis, based
upon the facts provided below.

It should be noted first that the DEIR includes extensive evaluation and analysis
by well-known, independent experts and their subconsultants. The DEIR has been prepared by
LSA Associates, Inc., a reputable environmental consulting firm. Relative to the Alternatives
Section, for example, the DEIR includes an Historic Alternative Report by CB Richard Ellis
Consulting/Sedway Group (“CBRE Report”) that assesses the market and financial feasibility of
rehabilitating Building 025 for retail use and that assesses the viability of developing a reduced-
scale Lowe’s store in order to accommodate the preservation of Building 025. As the lead
consultant overseeing the exercise, CBRE assembled a team of subconsultants who lent their
respective expertise to CBRE’s evaluation. CBRE combines the expertise of Sedway Group, a
full-service real estate and urban economics consulting firm, with the corporate-services
expertise of CB Richard Ellis. CBRE hired RMW Architecture and Interiors (“RMW?™), as
architects and interiors designers, to undertake the code, functional and architectural evaluation
of Building 025 with the assistance of Forell/Elsesser Engineers, Inc. a structural engineering
firm with a national reputation in seismic design and renovation of historic structures. CBRE
also hired Toeniskoetter and Breeding, Inc. (“TBI”), a recognized leader in the renovation and
rehabilitation of historic structures in the San Jose area, to evaluate the Building 025 reuse
alternative and to develop a conceptual construction estimate.

One Embarcadero Center, 30th Fioor, San Francisco, California 84111-3719 « Phone: (415) 788-0900 » Fax: (415) 788-2019
San Francisco, CA  Los Angeles, CA  Stamford, CT  www.steefel.com
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This kind of teamwork underscores the expertise and the extraordinary amount of
time that went into the analysis set forth in the DEIR by LSA Associates, Inc. We ask, however,
that the EIR address certain facts that are set forth below and clarify certain conclusions based on
these facts.

L Summary of Comments

The Alternatives Section of the DEIR analyzes 11 alternatives, including 7
alternative uses for Building 025. This comprehensive analysis constitutes a “range of
reasonable alternatives” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d). However, none of
these alternatives can be found to be feasible when considering factors such as the adaptive reuse
of Building 025, site layout, and the economic viability of a smaller Lowe’s prototype in the San
Jose market.

First, as noted above, the feasibility of reusing Building 025 for retail and land
uses for any site configuration other than a Lowe’s store was evaluated independently by a team
of experts. The resulting report is attached to the DEIR as Appendix E-3. This report concludes
that extensive alterations to Building 025°s interior and exterior, as well as to its grounds, would
be necessary in order to make it suitable for reuse as retail. The report’s conclusion is equally
applicable to the modifications necessary for any other reuse of the building, such as office or
R&D. The EIR, therefore, should expand its discussion to better incorporate the CBRE analysis,
which supports the notion that the reuse of Building 025 will require significant financial
resources, whether retail or office, that the San Jose market currently cannot support. That is, the
EIR should acknowledge the reality that, even if Lowe’s were to share the site with Building
025, it likely would continue to lie fallow and deteriorate further because of the prohibitive costs
associated with its reuse, whether office or retail.

Second, the EIR’s analysis of the Project Design Alternatives should be amplified
to address the numerous site planning and operational challenges relative to the Lowe’s
configuration, parking adequacy, truck access, vehicle circulation, and emergency vehicle
access. Independent peer reviews of the DEIR’s analysis show that these challenges result in
pedestrian/vehicular safety hazards, customer confusion and inconvenience, truck and vehicle
conflicts, as well as potentially substandard emergency vehicle access. :

Third, the EIR’s analysis of the Project Design Alternatives should be expanded
to better reflect the CBRE Report’s conclusions that a smaller Lowe’s prototype on the proposed
site is not economically or operationally viable in the suburban South San Jose market. This
viability is impacted by both the high cost of development associated with non-prototypical
designs, as well as the competitive disadvantage that results from Lowe’s deviation from its
proven business model, which demands a certain array of merchandise that would be
compromised in a smaller prototype stote.

Lastly, the EIR’s discussion of the iStar alternative site should be expanded to
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better reflect its access and visibility deficiencies. Unlike the Lowe’s site, the iStar site has no
direct access from a major arterial and would require customers to meander through an R&D
campus as well as a residential neighborhood before reaching the site. Moreover, the site has
confusing visibility for customers because of this inferior access.

1I. Reuse of Building 025

The DEIR considers the feasibility of reusing Building 025, and it cites
overwhelming evidence that can lead to only one conclusion: whether functionally or financially,
Building 025 is not viable for any new use. For instance, not only does the CBRE Report find
that there would be little to no market support for the reuse of Building 025 because of the
difficulty attracting tenants to such an unsuitable space, but the costs associated with the
rehabilitation of Building 025 would be financially infeasible for a developer to pursue. (DEIR,
Appendix E-3, p. 17.)

However, in the Alternatives Section, when contemplating whether a Lowe’s
Store and Building 025 can fit and function on the project site, the DEIR assumes that Bu1ld1ng
025 can be retrofitted for office and/or research and development (“R&D”). It states, ¢
Building 025 is envisioned to be reused for office/R&D, notwithstanding the previous dlscussion
regarding costs and other physical challenges associated with its reuse.” (DEIR, p. 255.) The
EIR should modify this assumption to address the question as to whether there is any reasonable
expectation of Building 025’s reuse even if Lowe’s could fit on the site. In other words, the EIR
should better clarify the difficulties associated with the reuse of Building 025 in the context of
the alternatives analysis so that the public and decision-makers are appropriately informed as to
the considerable challenges associated with just such a proposition.

The DEIR considers several possible uses for Building 025: (1) light industrial;
(2) retail, (3) reuse as a Lowe’s Store; (4) office/R&D; (5) office condominium; (6)
school/community college; and (7) parks/commumty center. As discussed below, the challenges
associated with the reuse of Building 025 apply equally to all of these options and the EIR
should so state. '

A. Light Industrial

The DEIR correctly discusses the reasons why experts have found that Building
025 could not accommodate light industrial use. The building is ill-suited for light industrial,
because it has low ceilings, low floor loading capacity, inadequate power and HVAC (heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning) systems, and no loading docks. (DEIR, p. 246.) The EIR
should state that light industrial is not a viable use for Building 025 given the analysis and
conclusions by the expert consultants and IBM representatives, the owner of Building 025.
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B. Retail

The expert consultants undertook a retail feasibility analysis for Building 025.
(DEIR, p. 246-248.) The CBRE Report explains that retail reuse is not feasible for Building 025
both because the building configuration is unsuitable and the modifications necessary for retail
reuse would not be economically viable. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 9 and 11-15.) '

1. Building Suitability

As noted in the CBRE Report, CBRE Consulting asked three CB Richard Ellis
retail brokerage specialists with experience in the San Jose retail market in particular to evaluate
the potential reuse of Building 025 for retail purposes. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 9.) The CBRE
Report further relied on retail development research reports by the Urban Land Institute. (Id.)
The CBRE Report concludes that, based upon input from these expert resources as well as
CBRE Consulting’s own retail expertise, Building 025°s multiple H-shaped floor is not feasible
for retail use. (Id.) For example, the building’s unusual shape (five long, narrow wings
connected by a long, narrow spine) would create poor retail frontages, i.e., poor visibility, and
poor customer circulation. (Id.) Also, the building would require landscape removal, installation
of loading areas and walkways, and extensive renovations to the exterior walls, including the
addition of store entrances and signage, which would damage the building’s historic character.

(1d)

Moreover, the EIR should be expanded to be more consistent with the
independent consultant’s reports by including the CBRE Report’s finding that the reuse of
Building 025 for retail would result in a significant deviation from the efficient configuration of
the typical strip center as defined in the Urban Land Institute publication entitled “Shopping
Center Development Handbook 2004.” (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 9.) This publication states that
a strip center is typically a linear building running parallel to the access street with store fronts
that face out toward at-grade parking and service entrances provided at the rear. (Id.) Because
Building 025’s unusual configuration would fail to provide these most basic efficiencies, the
EIR s retail reuse analysis should be expanded to better include the full breadth of the CBRE
Report’s expett analysis in the interest of full informational disclosure.

2. Economic Viability

The EIR should clarify its discussion with respect to Building 025’s required
building renovations to be more consistent with the expert consultant repotts. For example, the
DEIR does not specifically refer to the RMW Building Re-Use Evaluation report that is attached
to the CBRE Report as Appendix B. As summarized in the CBRE Report, RMW found that
required renovations to Building 025 would include a complete gut and rehabilitation in the
interior; compliance with handicap and Title 24 energy standards; seismic upgrades; and
additional interior and exterior improvements to suit individual retail tenants. (DEIR, Appendix
E-3,p. 10, 12-13.) -
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Given the substantial nature of the rehabilitation, the EIR should make clear that
the total cost of development would be $18.0 to $§18.3 million and, to cover those significant
costs, the retail rents would have to be nearly double the prevailing market rents for retail in San
Jose. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 14-15.)

3. Historic Preservation Tax Incentives

The CBRE Report also found that the federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives
would reduce retrofit costs only marginally. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 16-17.) This point should
be reinforced in the EIR.

The EIR also should note that, if the State Historic Building Code (*SBHC”)
applies, some additional savings could result, but the cost savings would not be significant. For
instance, the Thomas Hardy Report (in Appendix E-2 of the DEIR) indicates that the SBHC
exempts historic structures from meeting current energy conservation requirements, but it also
emphasizes that the SBHC “does not relax or remove requirements of other relevant codes, but is
designed to offer some latitude and flexibility in the means of meeting and achieving other code
requirements.” (DEIR, Appendix E-2, p. 8.) Thus, code compliance, even under the auspices of
the SBHC, would still be a very expensive undertaking and should be so acknowledged in the
EIR.

Accordingly, the EIR should clarify that any cost savings resulting from use of the
SBHC would be too small to reduce the retrofit costs enough to make the reuse of Building 025
for retail or office/R&D economically viable.

C. Reuse as a Lowe’s Store

The DEIR correctly concludes that Building 025 cannot be reused as a Lowe’s
Store, because Lowe’s requires a completely different type of building. Asnoted in the DEIR,
Lowe’s business model requires a simple rectangular building of 138,000 or 170,000 square feet
with a large open floor space, 22-foot ceilings, and a heavy concrete slab floor that allow for the
stacking, display, and storage of the large, heavy, bulky items that Lowe’s sells. (DEIR, p. 250-
251.) In contrast, Building 025 has a non-rectangular configuration of multiple wings along a
narrow spine, 10-foot ceilings, 69,000 square feet, and a floor spanning a mechanical basement
that was designed for much lighter loads. (I1d.) '

D. Office/R&D

The DEIR considers the feasibility of office/R&D use for Building 025 and
recognizes that, in order to accommodate modern office/R&D, the interior of Building 025
would require extensive remodeling. (DEIR, p. 246.) However, the EIR analysis should be
modified to further explain the extent of the necessary renovations. What would be required is
not mere “remodeling,” but a complete gut and rehabilitation of the building’s whole interior,
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including removal of hazardous materials; code compliance; and seismic upgrades. (DEIR,
Appendix E-3, p. 9-13.) Such a conclusion is supported by the statements in the DEIR that the
rents necessary to cover the costs of rehabilitation would be as high as those for a new office
building. (DEIR, p. 246.)

E. Office Condominiums

4 The DEIR correctly states that, if Building 025 were to be used for office
condominiums, then the building would have to be divided into discrete, saleable units.
According to the CBRE supplemental report dated June 28, 2006 attached to Exhibit E-3, the
office condo reuse would entail the same retrofit costs as an ordinary office/R&D renovation,
plus the additional costs involved with building dividing walls between condo units and
individual facilities (e.g., bathrooms) for each unit. As aresult, the cost of retrofitting would
result in necessary rents that would far exceed prevailing market sales prices. In addition, as
noted by Michael J. Phillips of Cornish and Carey Commercial, the office condos would be
unmarketable, because of poor visibility of each individual unit (due to the unusual building
layout), parking problems (due to the proximity of Lowe’s, with which it would have to share
parking), and difficulties involved with inventory deliveries.

F. School/Park

For the two remaining uses—school/community college and parks/community
center—the DEIR concludes that each is not feasible because no ascertainable entity is able or
willing to put the site to such uses, and the cost of purchase and/or retrofit is excessive.

II1. Building Function and Site Plan Evaluation

In Section VII.C.4, Project Design Alternatives, the DEIR presents six different
design configurations of the Lowe’s building that reflect attempts to maintain Building 025 with
its historic integrity intact. For each of the six configurations (as shown in Figures VII-4-9) -
under the “Factors Which May Affect the Alternative’s Feasibility” subheading, the DEIR
conducts a “Building Function and Site Plan Evaluation” in which it analyzes site planning
issues that arise from the different configurations of the Lowe’s building relative to Building
025.

Attached hereto are additional independent, expert peer review reports that
provide additional analysis as to traffic and engineering issues associated with the Project Design
Alternatives in the DEIR. The first is a peer review memorandum prepared by Jim West of
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., a highly-regarded transportation consulting firm. The second
is an assessment of the Project Design Alternatives’ site layouts by Nolte Associates, Inc., a
highly regarded engineering firm based in San Jose, CA. Both reports are attached hereto (as
Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively) and should be considered as additional DEIR comments
to be responded to in the EIR. As discussed below, the EIR must be revised to address these
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additional building function and site planning issues for the following reasons.
A. Building Footprint

The DEIR and CBRE Report conclude that the layout of a Lowe’s store should be
simple and rectangular in shape in order to achieve efficient circulation and to maximize the
displaying and merchandising of products. (DEIR, p. 259.) A number of alternatives, notably the
2-story alternative and the L-shaped alternative as seen in Figures VII-4 and VII-5, respectively,
do not achieve this most basic and critical objective. These configurations present “challenges in
terms of vehicular and truck access; as well as customer convenience” (DEIR, p. 262), but also
deviate from the proven Lowe’s business model that allows it to compete effectively in the
marketplace. For example, as noted in the CBRE Report, the average Home Depot store is
smaller (128,000 square feet) than the Larger Lowe’s Prototype (170,000). (DEIR, Appendix E-
3, p. 20.) This larger format is an integral part of the Lowe’s business model, especially in
suburban markets such as San Jose, because it offers its customers a shopping experience that
provides for a higher level of finish, wider assortment, and more in-stock merchandise than does
the typical Home Depot store. (Id.) Consequently, the EIR must emphasize this conclusion that
variations from the rectangular, one-story model make the alternatives functionally infeasible
because of the problems associated with consumer expectation and convenience.' Indeed, the
different configurations represent not just an “inconvenience™ as noted in the DEIR (DEIR, p.
259 and 262), but deviate from a critical component of successful operations for a Lowe’s home
improvement store.

The EIR also should be modified to show that the safety hazards and
customer/staff inconvenience that arise from the L-shaped and 2-story alternatives equally apply
to the “parking structure™ as seen in Figure VII-5. For instance, the DEIR asserts that the
inconvenience to customers carrying bulky goods on elevators within the L-Shaped 170,000
Square Foot Lowe’s with Underground Parking context is somehow less than the Two-Story
alternative because “customers would only need to negotiate a one-level change and would not
have to leave the store itself to get to their parked car since the basement garage is integrated into
the store.” (DEIR p. 262.). The EIR should better represent here that the general public can
draw on its own experience as consumers to understand that moving large bulky home
improvement merchandise around multiple levels—even a one-level change—would prove
inconvenient and challenging. Accordingly, the EIR must clarify that even a one-level change or
customers’ ability to stay within the Lowe’s structure does not make a customer’s transporting of
large, bulky merchandise any easier or safer than the L-shaped or 2-story alternative.

" Judge Nichols in his Notice of Decision for Preservation Action Council of San Jose vs. City of San Jose, et al.
concluded that, due to the bulk of the merchandise sold at Lowe’s stores, customers would indeed have difficulty
transporting items on multiple levels thus creating safety hazards.” (Notice of Decision, p. 10.)
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‘providing underground parking or a parking structure for customers on the site is questionable,
then the viability of pursuing an “employee only” or “peak hour” option is even less supportable
and does not solve the parking problems associated with the alternative site plans. The EIR must
disclose this reality to the public.

2. Location of Parking Spaces

The DEIR states that the position of Building 025 on the site would create a less
convenient parking layout for all of the Project Design Alternatives with at least 1/3 of the
Lowe’s customer stalls located on the far side of Building 025. (DEIR, p. 264-266, 269, and
274.) The DEIR further states that this parking layout is less desirable for a home improvement
store because of the inefficiencies and difficulties those customers parked on the other side of
Building 025 would face when having to transport large and bulky merchandise around Building
025 and across drive aisles. (Id.) This characterization is supported by the CBRE Report, which
concludes that the placement of a large number of stalls far from the front door of the Lowe’s
store would create an unworkable parking layout for the store because of the distances involved
and the resulting safety and convenience issues. (DEIR, Appendix E-3,p. 7.) The EIR also
should be modified to underscore this point and also should note the point made in the CBRE
Report that the same convenience and safety problems arise from the placement of parking stalls
on the side ofthe Lowe’s store, as depicted in Figures VII-4, VII-5, VII-6, VII-7, VII-8, and VII-
9. (Id.)

The DEIR explains that the customer difficulties associated with locating these
parking stalls far from the front door of the Lowe’s store could be minimized by the option
customers would have of retrieving their cars and driving to the loading area to collect their
purchases. (DEIR, p. 266, 269, and 274.) The DEIR further suggests that the more-distant
parking areas near Building 025 would only need to be utilized during “peak” shopping periods
and that the acknowledged logistical difficulties could be further reduced by requiring Lowe’s
employees to use these parking areas. (Id.)

These options are not viable as stated by traffic engineering expert, Jim West,
because the location of parking stalls on the far side of Building 025 would trigger numerous
consequences that compromise the overall functionality of these alternative site plans. (See
Exhibit A.)

The EIR first must address the congestion associated with the notion that people
are going to leave their purchases at the loading area, walk to their car on the other side of
Building 025, and drive back to pick up their merchandise. The EIR further must clarify that the
logistical difficulties avoided by customers parking on the other side of Building 025 implicates
other site circulation problems, such as queuing, pedestrian/vehicular conflicts, and other safety-
related issues as noted by both Kimley-Horn and Nolte in Exhibits A and B, respectively.

Second, the EIR must acknowledge that both uses assumed for the site in the
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Project Design Alternatives must be adequately parked. That is, if the DEIR is going to assume
that Building 025 will be tenanted for office/R&D, then its analysis must accommodate sufficient
parking both for the office and retail uses. The EIR should confirm, therefore, that both the
office and retail uses sharing the site could be sufficiently parked at peak and non-peak times.
For instance, the DEIR indicates that, for Figure VII-6, 106 of Lowe’s 336 spaces would be less
conveniently located on the other side of Building 025. (DEIR, p. 264.) The EIR then should
amplify the point that, hot only is this an undesirable parking layout for Lowe’s, but likely is an
undesirable parking solution for the tenants and visitors of Building 025 who would be relying
on a sufficient parking supply to support their respective businesses.

C. Truck Access and Vehicular Circulation

The EIR should clarify that each Project Design Alternative site plan
compromises vehicular circulation and truck access because of the need to reconfigure the
Lowe’s store on the site in order to avoid a direct impact to Building 025.

1 Vehicular Circulation

The alternatives that contemplate underground parking or an adjacent parking
structure (Figures VII-4 and VII-5) make all traffic converge in the front of the store to access
the entrances to the parking areas. As Kimley-Horn notes, the locations of these ingress/egress
points would make most traffic have to pass in front of the store to park, thereby triggering
increased congestion, which could lead to increased conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles.
(Exhibit A, p. 5-6.) The resulting confusion would likely cause drivers to park in Building 025°s
spaces in an effort to avoid the conflicts converging at the front of the Lowe’s, which in turn
gives rise to additional pedestrian/vehicular conflicts on the site. The EIR’s analysis should be
modified to reflect these points. '

The remaining alternatives (Figures VII-6-9) show a shortfall of parking that will
cause customers to “space troll” or search for open parking stalls close to the store front in order
to limit the distance they will have to transport theit merchandise. -(Exhibit A, p. 6-7.) This
recognized consumer tendency will result in increased pedestrian and vehicle conflicts because
of the stacking and queuing caused by customers trolling the parking field for convenient spaces.
(Id.) Alternatively, if customers cannot find more convenient parking spaces near the front, they
will tend to pull in front of the store to load their purchases. (Id.) This too will trigger
significant congestion, stacking and safety issues as vehicles and pedestrians try to navigate the
narrow drive aisles shown in the alternatives between Building 025 and Lowe’s. (Id.) The EIR’s
alternatives analysis should be modified to address these critical circulation issues.

2. Truck Access

The DEIR’s “Building Function and Site Plan Evaluation” discussions should be
expanded to reflect the truck access challenges in all of the Project Design Alternatives. For
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instance, according to Nolte, the truck routes in all of the Project Design Alternatives appear to
interfere with vehicle access and parking in such a way that could endanger both pedestrians and
drivers. (See Exhibit B.) Moreover, the truck turning radiuses actually may be too tight for’
commercial trucks and trucks could even have difficulties entering the site from the roadways in
order to access the loading docks. (See Exhibits A and B.) Given the operational importance of
truck access and deliveries, the EIR should clarify the difficulties that each site plan presents
relative to truck access and circulation, as well as how such challenges would ( or would not)
meet the City’s and the State of California’s code requirements.

3, Einergency Vehicle Access

For Figure VII-9, the DEIR states that the 20-foot wide drive aisle between the
Lowe’s store and Building 025 is considered adequate for emergency vehicle access. (DEIR, p.
273.) This is the DEIR’s only reference to the adequacy of emergency vehicle access and,
therefore, the EIR should expand this analysis to show that emergency access is not only
adequate, but code-compliant. This is especially true when considering the lack of space around
the Lowe’s store in a number of alternatives, as noted by Jim West of Kimley-Horn. (See
Exhibit A, p. 2, 5,6, 7.)

I\A Economic Viability

Six of the Project Design Alternatives considered in the DEIR require a non-
prototypical Lowe’s store in order to avoid any direct impacts to Building 025. As noted in the
DEIR, Lowe’s has prototypes of two sizes: 138,000 and 170,000 square feet. Each prototype has
similar characteristics: a single story; a rectangular shape; 22-foot ceilings; a minimum 6-inch
thick concrete slab floor to allow for the stacking and display of large, heavy, bulky
merchandise; a building depth of 311 feet for the smaller prototype or 345 feet for the larger one;
a standardized interior layout; convenient surface parking near the store entrances; separate
driveways for trucks and cars; and on-site loading and truck-turning areas. In each alternative,
the proposed Lowe’s store deviates from the prototype so drastieally, that the alternative
becomes economically unviable for Lowe’s.

A. High Cost of Development

The DEIR reveals that several of the alternative Lowe’s designs would cost more
to build than the proposed project, making Lowe’s anticipated retail sales insufficient to cover
the costs of development in the San Jose market. As noted in the CBRE Report, it is true that big
box retailers can build non-prototypical designs in markets where the anticipated sales volumes
are exceptionally high, such as in Manhattan or downtown Chicago, because the higher sales
volumes can cover the higher costs of construction. (DEIR, Appendix E-3, p. 22-23.) However,
the relatively low population density of San Jose, combined with the nearby locations of its main
competitor Home Depot, means that Lowe’s will not have high enough sales volumes at the
project site to cover the higher development costs associated with the non-prototypical designs
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proposed in the DEIR’s alternatives. (Id.) The EIR’s analysis should be made consistent with
the CBRE Report on this point.

B. Competitive Disadvantage

In addition, several of the non-prototypical designs depicted in the DEIR’s
alternatives analysis would place Lowe’s at a competitive disadvantage in the surrounding
market area. To stay profitable, Lowe’s follows a business model that has three key elements.

1. Large, Standardized Store

Like all other big box retailers, Lowe’s offers a wide variety of merchandise at
discounted prices. Because prices are lower, big box stays profitable only by selling a large
amount of merchandize under one roof. To achieve those high sales volumes, big box retailers
need a large, rectangular structure with a standardized interior layout, so that the retailer can
quickly and efficiently stock the store, and so that consumers have an easy time circulating and
finding the merchandise they need. Also, Lowe’s requires a sufficient amount of surface parking
near the store entrances, which allows customers to safely and conveniently carry large, heavy,
and bulky items back to their cars.

2. Store Larger Than Average Home Depot Store

_ Any retailer’s business model must take into account how to distinguish itself

from its competitors in the marketplace. Lowe’s main competitor is Home Depot, which is the
largest home improvement retailer in the country and which has several stores near the project
area. The main way that Lowe’s distinguishes itself from Home Depot is that it provides a larger
store (170,000 square feet Lowe’s versus Home Depot’s average 128,000 square feet) witha
higher level of finish, a wider assortment of products, and more in-stock merchandise so that
customers do not have to place special orders. The EIR then must be clarified to acknowledge
that any Lowe’s store on the site that preserves Building 025 would force Lowe’s to eliminate
core elements of its business model, thereby impacting its ability to distinguish itself in the home
improvement market.

3, Store Large Enough for a Metropolitan Market

As noted, Lowe’s has a smaller and a larger prototype. Lowe’s builds the smaller
prototype only in small, rural markets. As the DEIR notes, Lowe’s has only one such store in
California—in the City of Martell, which has a population of only 4,000. (DEIR, p. 245.)
Meanwhile, the latger prototype is what Lowe’s builds in a metropolitan market, where, as
discussed above, larger format is necessary in order to allow it to compete in the marketplace
with other home improvement stores.

Because of these factors and others noted in the DEIR, any of the alternatives in
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the DEIR that propose a store smaller than 170,000 square feet (those depicted in Figures VII-6,
VII-7, VII-8, and VII-9) would fail to meet the basic and eritical requirements of Lowe’s
business model, meaning that Lowe’s could not generate the high-volume sales it needs to stay
competitive, as discussed in the CBRE Report.

For instance, from the viewpoint of the customer, any smaller or oddly configured
Lowe’s store would create serious problems with the customer shopping experience. In these
smaller alternatives (Figures VII-4-VII-9), customers would have a harder time finding
convenient parking near the store, they would have less merchandise from which to choose, a
harder time finding the merchandise because of the impaired product adjacencies, and they
would have a harder time transporting their purchases back to their cars. Such factors impair a
consistent shopping experience, which is the primary goal for which national retailers strive.

Consequently, the EIR should amplify that which is confirmed in the CBRE
Report: these alternatives, whether because of their smaller size or unusual configuration, would
not be economically viable for Lowe’s to pursue.

V. Alternative Project Locations

The EIR should expand its alternative site discussion to consider two factors that
weigh against locating the Lowe’s store anywhere but the proposed site First, in the proposed
location, the Lowe’s store would function as a northern anchor for the mixed-use, smaller-scale
development on the Hitachi site. That is, locating the store at the project site would be consistent
with best practices for land use planning and real estate development. Second, if Lowe’s were to
move to another location, it raises the question of what would become of the project site. As
noted previously, the potential exists that the site will remain vacant or underutilized for many
years to come.

The DEIR considers three alternative sites for the proposed Lowe’s: (1) the
Hitachi site; (2) the iStar site; and (3) the Reinhardt site.

A, Hitachi Site

The DEIR correctly finds that the Hitachi site is not available for a Lowe’s store.
The Hitachi site developer is planning for other anchor tenants on the site, and there is no room
left for a Lowe’s store.

B. iStar Site

The EIR’s discussion of the iStar alternative should be revised to address the
following points. '

First and foremost, the traffic impacts of the iStar site would not be the same as



. P f
Darren McBain
November 13, 2006 ' lEBIB
Page Fourteen STEEFEL, LENTT B WEIS

those for the project site. Because the iStar site is more than one mile away from the project site
and accessed by different roads, traffic impacts would be different from those at the project site.
For example, traffic would be forced to pass through residential neighborhoods and R&D
campuses. Also, certain traffic impacts could be cumulatively significant and unavoidable at the
iStar location, such as increases in peak hour congestion on already congested roadway links,
whereas traffic impacts are fully mitigable at the project site. (DEIR, p. 106-107.)

Second, the EIR should clearly explain that the iStar site is far less suitable for
retail use than the project site. The iStar site has no direct access from a major arterial and, as
noted, would require customers to meander through commercial and residential areas to reach it
from either Cottle Road or the SR85/Great Oaks interchange. Although the site is physically
adjacent to SR 85, the only way to access the site from SR 85 is at Great Qaks, which then
requires drivers to take a circuitous route to reach Via Del Oro, which ultimately crosses back
under SR 85 to reach the iStar site. Moreover, Great Oaks is an inconvenient interchange
because it lacks a westbound off-ramp or an eastbound on-ramp. The site also lacks visibility
from the Monterey Highway, compared to the project site, and it is more distant, and less
accessible, from both the Monterey Highway and US 101.

The EIR also should be revised to emphasize that, although development of the
Hitachi site will include improvements to Great Oaks and Via Del Oro that will make the iStar
site more accessible, the timing of those improvements is uncertain. If the improvements would
come after development on the site, which is a distinct possibility, then Lowe’s could not,
successfully operate there in the mean time. Even after such improvements are completed, the
site would still be a lesser retail locale, because it still suffers from inferior visibility and access.
For instance, even though the site is visible from SR 85, drivers on SR 85 cannot easily exit and
reach the site, but instead would be forced to use a distant exit and then take a circuitous route to
double back through an R&D campus and residential neighborhoods. Notably, trucks would
have to take this circuitous route as well, making deliveries less efficient for Lowe’s and
impacting local neighborhoods with additional truck traffic.

C.  Reinhardt Site

The DEIR correctly acknowledges that the owner of the Reinhardt property
consistently has maintained that the Reinhardt property is unavailable, making it impossible for
Lowe’s to acquire ot control it.

V1. Conclusion

Based on the foregoing facts, we respectfully request that the EIR’s discussion
relative to the Alternatives Section be expanded to better reflect the findings of the numerous
independent, expert consultants and subconsultants who analyzed the possibility of Building 025
remaining on the site with the Lowe’s store. :
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Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

/ 0@%

l avidoff

Attachments

ce: Rob Doane
Mark Stoner
Jim Manion

17710:6537182.4
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Memorandum Suite 410
2000 Crow Canyon Place

) ’ San Ramon, California
To: James R. Manion 94583

Site Development Man'age.r . Ph. 625.543-0840
Real Estate Western Division Fax 925-543-0839
Lowe's HIW, Inc.

1530 Faraday Avenue, Suite 140
Carlsbad, CA 92008

From: Jim West
Date: 8 November 2006
Re:  Traffic and transportation peer review for San Jose Lowe’s Store

Thank you for inviting Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc." to perform
transportation and traffic engineering peer review services in conjunction
with the proposed Lowe’s Store in San Jose, CA.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Kimley-Horn has prepared a qualitative evaluation of the proposed
alternative site plans included in the Lowe’s Draft Environmental Impact
Report and concludes that each site plan has significant deficiencies when
compared to Lowe’s preferred site plan, Consequently, the alternative site
plans are unacceptable from a traffic/pedestrian circulation, parking, and
safety perspective for any one of the following reasons:

o Insufficient parking spaces in close proximity to the Lowe’s
store entrance and inconvenient parking spaces on the other side
of Building 025.

o Site plans cause traffic to shift to other driveways likely
resulting in unacceptable overloads, queuing, “‘space trolling,”
pedestrian-vehicular conflicts and other safety-related issues.

! Kimley-Horn is a full-service consulting firm offering comprehensive planning,
engineering, and environmental engineering services. Nationwide, Kimley-Horn employs
more than 2,300 professional, technical, and support personnel in niore than 60 offices
including offices in San Ramon and Oakland, CA.
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¢ Parking deficiencies and traffic shifts, which cause more traffic
to pass along the front of the store as well as drivers loading
merchandise in front of the store, thus creating significant
congestion and increased conflicts between vehicles and
pedestrians, stacking, queuing, and other issues.

¢ Site plans have minimal throat depths that are inadequate to
keep cars from blocking parking aisles, stacking at entries, and
blocking pedestrian crossings particularly in connection with
traffic shifts. :

o Truck turnaround and lack of circulation behind Lowe’s would
be inadequate in most alternatives resulting in truck-vehicular-
pedestrian conflicts or collisions, as well as impairment of
emergency vehicle access to the rear of the store.

Accordingly, the alternatives proposed in the Lowe’s DEIR are inferior to
the preferred Lowe’s alternative because they lack the operational, parking,
circulation, queuing, and safety benefits of the preferred plan.

BACKGROUND

It is proposed that a Lowe’s store be constructed near the intersection of
Cottle Road and Poughkeepsie Road in San Jose. Access to the Lowe’s
development is proposed from Cottle Road, Poughkeepsie Road, Endicott
Boulevard, and Boulder Boulevard. A traffic study was prepared (by Fehr
& Peers Associates, Inc.) as part of an EIR (prepared by LSA Associates,
Inc.) to evaluate the preferred site plan and identify impacts and associated
mitigations. :

A potentially historic building (AKA Building 025) is located near the
center of the project site. In consideration of preserving the building,
several alternative site layouts were evaluated in the EIR and which, if
retained, affect the location of the home improvement store, building size,
parking layout, access and circulation.
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This memorandum summarizes a qualitative evaluation prepared by
Kimley-Horn of the proposed alternative site plans included in the EIR.
Specific issues considered in the review include the following:

o Traffic operations at the site driveways and the resulting potential for
blockage, conflicts and potential collisions

e Traffic circulation within the project site including potential queuing,
blockage or conflict locations

e Pedestrian circulation conflicts with motor vehicles and trucks
e Adequacy of truck access and turnaround areas

e Adequacy of access for emergency vehicles to service the site
o Other traffic safety concerns that may be apparent
EVALUATION

Evaluation of the alternate site plans were compared with the preferred
alternative shown in Figure I1I-4 of the EIR.

Preferred Site Plan (see Figure 111-4)

The preferred site plan includes a 140,000 square foot (i.e. 140 KSF)
building located in the north half of the site with building pads located on
the west and south edges of the site. Building 025 would be removed under
this alternative.

According to the traffic study, the preferred site plan distributes traffic
loading to roughly 2/3 at the back of the parking field from the
Poughkeepsie Road/Boulder Boulevard intersection and 1/3 near the store
front from Cottle Road with incidental traffic using other site driveways.
The distribution spreads out traffic on the site to reduce overloads at
individual driveways and minimize traffic conflicts between vehicles and
pedestrians in front of the store.

Trucks enter the site from Endicott Boulevard at the rear of the store. The
location of the access, building loading dock, and truck turnaround
minimizes conflicts with other traffic and pedestrian movements on site
because it is isolated at the rear of the store. Emergency vehicles
(including fire trucks) appear to have sufficient space to enter and exit at all
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five site drivéways and to circulate around the site and behind the Lowe’s
building when necessary.

The following compares alternative site plans with the preferred site plan.

138 KSF Smaller Lowe’s Prototype Alternative A (see Figure VII-2)

Rotation of the building to face Cottle Road reduces the desirability
of the primary Poughkeepsie/Boulder access.

More traffic is expected to shift towards Cottle Road driveways
because the parking field is aligned along Cottle Road.

The shift in traffic assignment will likely overload driveways on the
west side of the site resulting in more congestion and unacceptable
vehicle queuing.

Driveway throat depths are roughly two cars deep along Cottle,
which likely is not sufficient to avoid blocking parking and drive
aisles from increased vehicle queuing.

The location of the truck dock/turnaround area in relation to the
Boulder Boulevard driveway will likely increase customers driving
through the truck dock/turnaround area resultmg in conflicts
between vehicles and trucks.

Roughly half of the parking field is oriented away from the front of
the store adding to customer inconvenience as well as increased
conflicts between circulating vehicles and shoppers.

Customer walking paths will be in a diagonal direction when
reaching the parked cars located southwest of the store front.
Rather than walking only along the drive aisles, they will cut across
the parking field between vehicles. This will make it more difficult
for drivers to see pedestrians and create added inconvenience when
pushing large shopping carts with home improvement materials
resulting in increased collisions and conflicts.

138 KSF Smaller Lowe’s Prototype Alternative B (see Figure VII-3)

The alternative retains traffic loading to roughly 2/3 at the back of
the parking field from Poughkeepsie Road/Boulder Boulevard and
1/3 near the store front from Cottle Road with incidental traffic
using other site driveways.

Trucks enter the site from Endicott Boulevard at the rear of the
store.
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The location of the access, building loading docks, and truck
turnaround minimize conflicts with other traffic and pedestrian
movements on the site. :
Emergency vehicle access appears adequate.

The drive aisle that parallels the store front has an offset alignment
at the Cottle Road driveway that creates increased congestion and
pedestrian conflicts in comparison to the preferred alternative.

170 KSF L-Shaped w/ Underground Parking (see Figure VII-4)

Location of the underground parking will likely create driver
confusion as to the parking area for the store causing drivers to park
in the spaces for Building 025 rather than underground. '
Most Lowe’s traffic must pass near the front of the store to reach
the underground entrance which will trigger increased congestion
and conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians.

The lack of an on-site truck turnaround area and truck circulating
road behind the building make it difficult to service the docks and
such an alfernative would not be code-compliant.

Because the building is pushed up against the property line along
Endicott, emergency vehicles would not have convenient access to
the rear of the store.

With only one point of ingress and egress to the underground
parking garage, a vehicle fire in the underground parking facility
would be difficult to reach.

Shoppers must use elevators to reach the underground parking
stalls. Elevators are located near the bottom of the car ramp where
about half of the shoppers will cross the path of entering and exiting
vehicles. Increased vehicle/pedestrian conflicts are expected.
Shopping carts not returned to the catt corrals may interfere with
vehicle circulation.

Door dings and minor vehicle damage are typically higher in
similar underground parking facilities. Increased claims are likely.

170 KSF Two-Story w/ Parking Structure (see Figure VII-5)

Location of the parking garage will likely create driver confusion as
to the parking area for the store causing drivers to park in the spaces
for Building 025 rather than in the structure.
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Most Lowe’s traffic must pass near the front of the store to reach
the parking garage which will trigger increased congestion and
conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians, '
Many drivers that formally used Poughkeepsie/Boulder access to
exit the site will divert to the Boulder access thereby causing
queuing and stacking issues near the front of the store.

The minimum throat depth of the Boulder access is roughly two
cars deep so blocking of parking aisles in the lower floor of the
parking structure is likely.

The building is pushed closer to Endicott Boulevard which makes it
difficult for large trucks to conveniently enter and exit the site.
Emergency vehicle access to the back of the building (from
Endicott) is more difficult due to sharper turning radii.

With only one point of ingress and egress to the upper floor of the
parking garage, a vehicle fire in the parking facility would be
difficult to reach.

Shoppers must use elevators to reach parking stalls on upper garage
floor.

Shopping carts not returned to the cart corrals may interfere with
circulation in the garage.

Door dings and minor vehicle damage are typically higher in
similar parking structures. Increased claims are likely.

138 KSF L-Shaped (see Figure VII-6)

The alternative has limited parking (i.e. approx. 202) spaces in front
of the store and only 571 total spaces on the site. According to ITE
Parking Generation, 3 Edition, a 138 KSF Home Improvement
Superstore is expected to generate an average weekday parking
demand of 335 spaces. Parking shortage near the Lowe’s is 133
spaces.

The lack of adequate parking spaces near the front of the store isa
major inconvenience to shoppers.

Building 025 is expected to generate an average parking demand of
196 spaces per ITE Parking Generation.

The Lowe’s parking shortage will cause customers to use spaces for
Building 025.

Significant “space trolling” will occur as drivers search for open
parking stalls close to the store to limit their distance to transport
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purchases, which will result in increased pedestrian and vehicular
conflicts.

Drivers are likely to pull in front of the store to load materials, thus
creating significant congestion, stacking, and safety concerns.
Increased conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians will result.
The truck turnaround lacks adequate space and there is no truck
circulating road behind the building which makes it more difficult
to access the loading docks. '

Because the building is pushed up against the property line along
Endicott, emergency vehicles would not have convenient access to
the rear of the store.

Poor alignment of the site driveway and multiple drive aisles near
the SE corner of Building 025 will concentrate site traffic as it
enters and exits the site. Drivers are likely to become confused over
who has the right-of-way, thus resulting in increased vehicle
conflicts and collisions.

112 KSF L-Shaped (See Figure VII-7)

The alternative has limited parking (i.e. approx. 232) spaces in front
of the store and only 608 total spaces on the site. According to ITE
Parking Generation, 37 Edition, a 112 KSF Home Improvement
Superstore is expected to generate an average weekday parking
demand of 272 ‘'spaces. Parking shortage near the Lowe’s is 40
spaces.

The lack of adequate parking supplies near the front of the store is
an inconvenience to shoppers.

Building 025 is expected to generate an average parking demand of
196 spaces per ITE Parking Generation.

The Lowe’s parking shortage will cause customers to use spaces for
Building 025. '

Significant “space trolling” will occur as drivers search for open
parking stalls close to the store to limit their distance to transport
purchases, which will result in increased pedestrian and vehicular
conflicts. '

Drivers are likely to pull in front of store to load materials, thus
creating significant congestion, stacking, and safety concerns.
Increased conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians will result.
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Some drivers that formally used the Poughkeepsie/Boulder access
to exit the site will divert to the Boulder access near the front of the
store.

The minimum throat depth of the Boulder access is roughly two
cars deep so blocking of parking aisles is likely.

The truck turnaround lacks adequate space which makes it more
difficult to access the loading docks.

Emergency vehicle access appeats adequate.

Poor alignment of the site driveway and multiple drive aisles near
the SE corner of Building 025 will concentrate site traffic as it
enters and exits the site. Drivers are likely to become confused over
who has the right-of-way, thus resulting in increased vehicle
conflicts and collisions. '

138 KSF Rectangular (see Figure VII-8)

The alternative has limited parking (i.e. approx. 205) spaces in front

- of the store and only 582 total spaces on the site. According to ITE

Parking Generation, 3" Edition, a 138 KSF Home Improvement
Superstore is expected to generate an average weekday parking
demand of 335 spaces. Parking shortage near the Lowe’s is 130
spaces. '

- The lack of adequate parking supplies near the front of the store isa

major inconvenience to shoppers.

Building 025 is expected to generate an average parking demand of
196 spaces per ITE Parking Generation

Parking shortage for the entire site is approximately 83 spaces.

The Lowe’s parking shortage will cause customers to use spaces for
Building 025.

Significant “space trolling” will occur as drivers search for open
parking stalls close to the store to limit their distance to transpoit
purchases, which will result in increased pedestrian and vehicular
conflicts.

Drivers are likely to pull in front of store to load materials, thus
creating significant congestion, stacking and safety concerns.
Increased conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians will result.
Some drivers that formally used the Poughkeepsie/Boulder access
to exit the site will divert to the Boulder access near the front of the
store.
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The minimum throat depth of the Boulder access is roughly two
cars deep so blocking of parking aisles is likely.

There is no truck circulating road behind the building which makes
it more difficult access the loading docks.

Because the building is pushed up against the property line along
Endicott, emergency vehicles would not have convenient access to
the rear of the store.

Poor alignment of the site driveway and multiple drive aisles near
the SE comer of Building 025 will concentrate site traffic as it
enters and exits the site. Drivers are likely to become confused over
who has the right-of-way, thus resulting in increased vehicle
conflicts and collisions.

128 KSF Rectangular (see Figure VII-9)

Limited parking (i.e. approx. 193) spaces in front of the store and
only 547 total s dpaces on the site. According to ITE Parking
Generation, 3 Edition, a 128 KSF Home Improvement Superstore
is expected to generate an average weekday parking demand of 311
spaces. Parking shortage near the Lowe’s is 118 spaces.

The lack of adequate parking supplies near the front of the store is a
major inconvenience to shoppers.

Building 025 is expected to generate an average parking demand of
196 spaces per ITE Parking Generation.

The Lowe’s parking shortage will cause customers to use spaces for
Building 025.

Significant “space trolling” will occur as drivers search for open
parking stalls close to the store to limit their distance to transport
purchases, which will result in increased pedestrian and vehicular
conflicts.

Drivers are likely to pull in front of store to load materials, thus
creating significant congestion, stacking and safety concerns.
Increased conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians will result.
Some drivers that formally used the Poughkeepsie/Boulder access
will divert to the Cottle Road access near the front of the store
because of the location of the parking field along Cottle Road.

The shift in traffic may overload driveways on west side of the site
resulting in increased congestion and unacceptable queuing.
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EXHIBIT B

BEYOND ENGINEERIMNG

November 10, 2006

James R. Manion , Site Development Manager
Lowe's HIW, Inc,

Suite 140

1530 Faraday Avenue

Carlsbad, CA 92008

SUBJECT: San Jose Lowe’s Store DEIR Assessment of Alternatives with IBM Building 025
Remaining On-Site

Dear Mr. Manion:

We have reviewed six (6) alternatives proposed for San Jose Lowe’s Store. All alternatives
include IBM Building 025 remaining on site. Below is the summary of this evaluation:

* All six alternatives exhibit insufficient parking. City of San Jose Zoning Ordinance
requires 1 parking space per 250 sf of office space and 1 parking space per 200 sf for
retail space. Assuming that Building 025 will be used as office space requiring 276
parking spaces, the ratio of the store parking spaces in all six alternatives is less than 1
per 200 sf. Even disregarding the parking space needed for the office parking is still
insufficient in 5 alternatives.

* Only one alternative, a rectangular 128,000 sf building along Boulder Boulevard, has
sufficient room for a 25'-wide landscape strip along the frontage, as required by the City
of San Jose Commercial Design Guidelines.

* Truck route and access in all alternatives appear to be interfering with vehicle parking,
which may endanger pedestrians and drivers, the radiuses appear to be too tight for
commercial vehicles.

* Parking layout looks too confusing and inefficient for Lowe’s customers because in all
alternatives most of parking spaces are located behind the existing building, assumed to
be future office building,

« All alternatives exhibit discontinuity between the parking spaces and the store, despite
the City’s requirement in its Commetcial Design Guidelines that "On-site automobile
parking and circulation systems should be convenient and readily understandable to the
users.” This lack of continuity between the parking spaces and the store will increase the
liability and risk both to the City, Lowe’s, and the tenants of Building 025 as it impacts
traffic safety, pedestrian safety, and security. For Lowe’s, in particular, this also impacts
the overall customer experience and financial viability.

 The cost of constructing a parking structure described in alternate 2 (see attached table)
would be about $60 per sf comparing to surface parking cost of $15- $18 per sf.

NOLTE ASSOCIATES, INC,

1731 MORTH FIRST STREET, SUITE A

SAN JOSE, CA 951 12-4510

408.392.7200 TEL 4008.392.0101 FAX Page 1 of 2
WWW.HOLTE.COM
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Please call me at (408) 392-7235 if you have any questions or need additional information.
Sincerely,

Nolte Associates, Inc

Mara Meydbray, PE
Team Manager

Site Development Group
San Jose

Page 2 of 2
transmittal lelterR I.doc
NOLTE ASSOCIATES, INC.
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8105 Ipvine Center Dr. Suite 1110 Irvine, CA 92618 ¢ phone 949.748.7800 ¢ fax 949.748.7807 ¢ bobmanarino@manarinoreal

November 10, 2006 Via e-mail: Darren.mcbain(dsanjoseca.gov

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3" Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

Re: San Jose Lowe’s Store EIR/Alternatives

] have reviewed the alternatives section of the EIR. 1focused the majority of my attention on the
“Project Design Alternatives with Building 025” and the “Alternative Uses for Building 025 for
a Lowe’s”.

The issue related to the Alternatives Analysis originates from the historic nature of Building 025.
Trying to preserve the building while balancing that important goal with the goals of the General
Plan and of course Lowe’s corporate goals are the other most notable measurements. We realize
there are other issues but we will only focus our review on the form and function components of
the proposed alternatives.

The appropriate, market driven form required for Lowe’s to be competitive and in order for the
goals of the Gerieral Plan to be achieved is a 140,000 square foot store with a 40,000 square foot
garden center combined with “At Grade” parking (non structured).

This form will give Lowe’s the best chance to be competitive in an extremely competitive
environment. Anything less than a prototype building will create a competitive disadvantage.
Anything but prototype is less than desirable in any market but is even more so when the cost
relative to this location and this market are factored into the equation. The combination of a non-
prototypical building and higher costs would prove fatal to the success of the store. Opening a
store that has a much higher than normal chance of closure is not an option for Lowe’s or for that
matter any retailer.

We have reviewed the five Alternatives and the Alternative of using the existing building. Our
experience in the development business for the last 28 years tells us that none of the Alternatives
would provide Lowe’s with a competitive platform from which to succeed. Accordingly, neither
the goals of the General Plan or those of Lowe’s would be achieved.

In an effort to achieve all of the goals of the interested parties a compromise that might work
would be to require Lowe’s to incorporate some of the design elements of the Building 025 into
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City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
Re: San Jose Lowe’s Store EIR/Alternatives

Page 2 of 2

its architecture. This proposed concept is only feasible provided it will not increase the cost of
the building beyond that what it would have been without.

Another concept might be the solution derived from the former General Electric site, now The
Plant, at the intersection of Monterey and Kurtner. This solution required the developer to
maintain only the fagade of the former building. Although this may not be practical at the
subject site it is a concept to consider towards achieving compromise and consensus.

OREALTY, LLC
5 W

R ,é‘rt A. Manarino
President

110906-Stoner-Lowes
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Groue, LLEC. |

November 10, 2006

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
City of San Jose

200 East Santa Clara Street — 3™ Floor

San Jose, CA 95113

RE: San Jose Lowe’s Store EIR
To Whom It May Concern:

Our organization is in receipt of the L&A Associates, Inc. Draft Environmental Impact
Report dated September 2006 for the proposed San Jose Lowe’s Store. The Newman
Development Group has developed several million square feet of retail space, hundreds
of residential units and hundreds of thousands of square feet of office space. Since our-
development company’s inception in 1992, we have developed over twenty Lowe’s
projects and other projects for almost every other contemporary retailer.

We have taken the time to review the site plan alternatives prepared in the Draft EIR and
would share our views.’

FIGURE VII-2 & VII-3

In our professional opinion without the full removal of Building 025, both of these site
plans will not work for Lowe’s or any other major retailer considering the property. In
addition, we also believe that this type of plan also wouldn’t work for most office tenants.
Given the central location of Building 025 on the property, a whole host of issues come
up if one were to attempt to construct the buildings in the proposed locations while
leaving all or a portion of Building 025 in its current location. Visibility becomes
seriously compromised for the retail user. Servicing the future office tenants of Building
025 becomes practically infeasible. The parking areas for both the retail and office users
become totally disjointed and inadequate. Sufficient access to and from the overall site
becomes questionable and possibly more dangerous for both vehicular and pedestrian
traffic. Fire safety would also be compromised without sufficient setbacks. Overall, we
would question whether such a plan is even feasible to construct within code. Even if
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Mr. Darren McBain
Page 2 of 4

such a plan could be constructed, these plans simply do not satisfy the needs of retailers
or office tenants for that matter. Over the course of time, one would be left with a
dysfunctional development that serves no one well. This would lead to a higher rate of
business failures within the project and therefore higher vacancy rates and a higher
number of dark store fronts.

With the total removal of Building 025, these two alternatives can present realistic,
feasible alternatives from a retailer and customer perspective. With the removal of
Building 025, the visibility of the proposed anchor building is adequate, the parking areas
in proximity to the proposed buildings is ample and the access points to the adjacent
streets appears to be sufficient and feasible. Customers coming to and from the center
from the primary arterials will have an easy time navigating the site, thereby leading to
fewer vehicular and pedestrian safety issues. The interior lease dimensions of the Lowe’s
buildings on these alternatives appear to be prototypical. Hence, the stocking and
operational aspects of the store would be efficient. The layout also will help customers
who are familiar with other Lowe’s locations shop at this site. Given the proposed
building dimensions, the outparcel buildings on both of these plans seems to be well
suited for smaller scale operations. The proximity of these Pad Buildings to the adjacent
streets and the proposed Lowe’s building should allow these future businesses to flourish.
In our opinion these two alternative site plans offer more that enough room for Lowe’s to
use its larger prototypical building. We believe that this would help maximize the
potential of the property, allow Lowe’s to carry its full assortment of products and attract
more customers to the site, thereby helping ensure the success of the neighboring
businesses both in and near the project.

In summary Building 025 would need to be removed from the site in order for either of
these alternatives to be feasible.

FIGURE VII-4 through VII-9

In our opinion these alternatives would not be feasible for Lowe’s or any other major
retail tenant for three primary reasons: lack of visibility from the adjacent main arterials,
inadequate parking facilities, and oddly configured building area. As shown on all of the
alternative plans, Building 025 is located in the center of the subject property. By
keeping Building 025 in place and locating the proposed Lowe’s building to the rear of
Building 0235, the visibility corridors to the Lowe’s building is effectively eliminated.
Retailers simply must have sufficient visibility to survive. Even with the case of Lowe’s
or any other destination type retailer, visibility is critical. Without sufficient visibility,
customers will not be able to find the store and will chose to shop elsewhere. In the
alternatives provided in the Draft EIR, the majority of customers coming from Cottle
Road would need to use a driveway that appears to lead to an office building. It’s quite
apparent how customers would become easily confused. This confusion would lead to
driver errors and potentially unsafe conditions. '

In all the alternative plans, the parkirjg for both the retail and office users is less than
adequate. Retailers need the majority of their parking in close proximity to their front



Mr. Darren McBain
Page 3 of 4

doors which are typically adjacent to their check-out register areas., They count on
relatively quick turn over of their parking spaces, typically every twenty to thirty -
minutes. None of the alternatives offer apple parking in all the areas typically used as
check-out/entranceways in a Lowe’s store.

o _ In the case of FIGURES VII-4 & VII-5, the Underground and Structured Parking
Alternatives do not adequately illustrate how customers are to access the parking
area. History has also shown us how customers tend to avoid subsurface and
structured parking for retail shopping trips. Furthermore, from an operational
standpoint it is unclear how customers would visit the store, make purchases at
the various locations within the store typically used as check-out areas and then
return to the parking areas. Especially with the case with Lowe’s where
customers purchase typically large bulky items, these schemes are not feasible.

e In the case of FIGURES VII-6, VII-7, VII-8 & VII-9, although there is some
- surface parking, it is not offered in the various areas needed by the customers.
FIGURES VI1I-6, VII-7, and VII-9 do not provide nearly enough stalls for the
Garden Center area. FIGURE VII-8, provides no parking for the Lowe’s primary
- front door and nearly no parking for the Lumber Canopy area.

e It is our opinion that none of these plans provides sufficient parking and we
suspect that none of these plans (possibly with the exception of VII-4 and VII-5)
satisfy the overall parking requirements per code. Each of these plans would
result in undesirable situations for retailers and office users alike.

Finally in each of these figures, the prototypical layout of the store has been altered.
Granted some alterations are more drastic than others. However, from an operational
standpoint minor changes still have a big impact.

One of the reasons large successful retail chains are successful is because of consistency.
Customers who shop at one retailer’s location value the ability to find the same products
in the same location at another store. It improves the experience for the customer. Each
of the changes proposed to the building layout in each alternative alters the consistency
Lowe’s is trying to provide its customer.

Furthermore, from an operational standpoint, each proposed building layout would
require modifications to the locations of check-outs, service counters, racking, shelving
and various departments. These changes have ripple effects that can hinder a store’s
performance. In the case of Lowe’s it would also have an impact on how the store is
serviced from the hundreds of vendors visiting the store and how it is supplied by its
regional distribution center. Basically, any large scale company with a proven track
record for success avoids making significant changes to a formula that works.



Mr. Darren McBain
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CONCLUSION

In our opinion we do not believe the proposed alternative site plans would be feasible for
Lowe’s or any other major retailer with whom we have worked. Each plan presents a
number of issues that would significantly compromise the success of the development.

In the Draft EIR document, other properties are also presented as alternative locations for
the project. Although we are not aware of all of the attributes of each of the mentioned
sites, we are aware of the access challenges that affect the i STAR property and the
visibility issues that impact the viability of the Hitachi Site from the Highway. We are
also aware of the Reinhardt Property, however, we do not know if it is available or if
Lowe’s can fit on the site given its configuration. Given the distance to the Reinhardt

site, it may be viewed as an additional opportunity given the strength and density of the
San Jose MSA. '

Thank you for taking the time to review our views on this project. Please feel free to
contact me should you have any questions regarding the information in this letter.

Sincerely,
Newman Development Group, LLC

Qiry, Gt

Member



Birmingham Towers
2100 Wharton Street
Suite 700

Pitlsburgh, PA 15203

www.armstrongdev.com

"412.381.1122
412.381.1123 fax

November 9, 2006

City of San Jose

Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3™ Floor '
San Jose, CA 95113

Attention: Mr. Darren McBain

RE: Lowe’s Home Improvement Centers
Site analysis-5600 Cottle Road, San Jose, CA

Dear Mr. McBain:

Armstrong Development Properties, Inc. offers the following evaluation of the retail
viability of the site at 5600 Cottle Road, San Jose, CA.

Background -
Armstrong Development Properties, Inc. was founded in 1984 in Pittsburgh, PA. Our
company has developed millions of square feet of ‘big box’ retail across the United
States. Our own real estate portfolio contains two million square feet of retail space that

- we developed and own in the Greater Pittsburgh area. In the late 1990s, we began an
expansion plan into some of the nations fastest growing communities. In September 2006
we opened our latest regional office in Sacramento, CA, where a substantial retail
development effort is underway anchored by the development of CVS Pharmacy stores
throughout the central valley of California. This office joins our other regional locations
in Phoenix, AZ, Dallas, TX, Denver, CO, Tampa, FL, and Atlanta, GA.

Our firm currently has approximately one million square feet of retail space in the
development pipeline. We are experienced in understanding the needs of national
retailers of any size, particularly large ‘big-box’ operations. Our background in site
selection, development and management provide us with the qualifications to review the
retail potential of the Cottle Road location.



Birmingham Towers
2100 Wharton Street
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! . ; . Piltsburgh, PA 15203
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412,381,122
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5600 Cotter Road Retail viability — Figures VII-2 and VII-3
Assumptions:

Rectangular single-store Lowe’s, approximately 138,000 SF
Clearance height of 22 feet

Store depth of 311 feet

Both alternative plans require a portion of Building 025 and all associated landscaping to
be removed as a necessity for site circulation and access. With the remainder of Building
025 in place, these two alternative plans are unsuitable for large national and regional
retailers. The existing 025 building will compromise the circulation, visibility and access
to the site for a large ‘big box’ retailer as well as smaller retailers located in the adjacent
small shop and pad configurations. A national/regional retailer depends upon excellent
access and visibility from nearby roads and intersections. The plans shown on Figure VII-
2 and VII-3 do not offer these features. Most importantly, keeping Building 025 in place
removes substantial parking from the front and side of the large ‘big-box’ retailer. In our
experience, no retailer will accept a site with these severe limitations.

A series of compromises face customers visiting a retailer on the site shown on VII-2.
The Boulder Boulevard entrance offers no immediate parking availability. Customers
will refuse to park on the left side of Building 025 and then face a long walk to their
destination. Customers expect a reasonable level of consideration from a retailer. When
customers feel that too many compromises are expected of them, they simply shop
elsewhere.

The layout of VII-3 is not an improvement over VII-2, With Building 025 sitting in the
middle of the main parking field, the most desirable parking area is severely reduced for
customers and employees. This layout presents almost no parking for customers entering
the site from Cottle Road.

As described in the LSA Associates report, Building 025 is assumed to be a viable real
estate location in all scenarios where the structure remains. The layouts shown on VII-2
and VII-3 make no provisions for the code-required parking requirements for an office or
R&D operation. Nor are there provisions for the servicing of Building 025.

The sites shown on VII-2 and VII-3 are particularly unsuitable for a Lowe’s Home
Improvement Center. Unlike most retailers, Lowe’s customers are moving bulky, large
and often heavy building materials. They often use vehicles larger than passenger cars.
There are also safety concerns when customers face crossing traffic lanes and parking
spaces to reach vehicles parked on the other side of Building 025.
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Lowe’s has substantial sales to building contractors and members of the building trades.
A site with poor visibility, inadequate parking for large trucks and poor vehicle
circulation will lead contractors and consumers alike to seek competitors without these
limitations.

Lastly, Lowe’s has stated that the smaller prototype shown in Figures VII-2 and VII-3 is
not suitable for this market. The smaller prototype does not allow for the variety and
quantities of building products necessary for Lowe’s to compete in the marketplace.

5600 Cotter Road Retail viability — Figures ViI-4 thru VII-9
The site plans shown in Figures VII-4 through VII-9 offer a number of alternative
scenarios:

(VII-4) L-shaped 170,000 SF Lowe’s with underground parking
(VII-5)Two-story 170,000 SF Lowe’s with adjacent parking structure
(VII-6) L-shaped 138,000 SF Lowe’s

(VII-7) L-shaped 112,000 SF Lowe’s

(VI1I-8) Rectangular 138,000 SF Lowe’s

(VII-9) Rectangular 128,000 SF Lowe’s.

National retail tenants will not see any of these scenarios as acceptable site locations. The
primary parking area is severely compromised in all six variations. Our long experience
with customer behavior reveals that shoppers desire substantial parking located as close
to the retailer’s front door as possible. When these conditions are not met, customers shop
elsewhere. A Lowe’s customer dealing with large, awkward and often heavy items will
be far less inclined to shop at the Cottle Road site. With the bulk of available parking
located behind Building 025 they would be required to transport their purchases long
distances. Customers will simply not accept this level of inconvenience.

Figures VII-4 and VII-5 offer the possibility of structured garages or underground
parking. This is almost unheard of for non-mall development, and is financially
unfeasible. Structured parking for a Lowe’s development will require larger than normal
garage dimensions due to the number of large trucks and SUVs commonly used by
customers to transport building materials. Higher garage clearances result in higher
construction costs to a concept that is already monetarily unfeasible.

Structured parking, by its design, allows for only a small number of entrances and exits.
Customers entering the site from Cottle Road face great difficulties accessing the parking
structure or underground parking. There is also a likelihood of congestion at both
entrances and exits.
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In over twenty years of retail experience, we have never seen the retail configurations
shown in Figures VII-4 through VII-9 to be acceptable to national or regional retailers.
National retailers are sophisticated investors. They have extensive knowledge of
customer behavior. They carefully track the historical costs of site acquisition and
construction. Successful retailers accurately project the sales needed to justify a given
investment in land, brick and mortar. In our opinion, the scenarios allowing Building 025
to remain will result in a site unacceptable to any national retailer. :

Alternative I-Star site

Visibility and access are vital factors in retail site locations. The I-Star site lacks both of
these critical features.

Retailers of all shapes and sizes desire visibility. Major retailers eliminate sites for this
reason alone. The I-Star site has severely limited visibility from Great Oaks Blvd. There
is also an R&D park between the retail site and Great Oaks, further reducing visibility.

The proposed primary means of access is from Great Oaks Boulevard. Customers to a
major retailer located at the I-star site will thus be required to drive through and R&D
office park to reach their destination. Customers living north of Great Oaks face a
railroad line that runs adjacent to the road, preventing easy access to the site. The
proposed secondary access points from White Plains and Via Del Oro require a circuitous
drive through either the Hitachi future development or an industrial park.

There are also major access difficulties from Highway 101 and Highway 85. Customers
using these major roads would face considerable difficulty in reaching the proposed I-
Star site. Customers make shopping choices based on the time and effort required to
reach a retail destination. When presented with the access and visibility challenges of the
I-star site, customers will act in their best self interest and shop elsewhere.

A community retailer such as Lowe’s understands that customers want convenience, v
location and visibility. The I-Star site does not provide a competitive alternative to the
Cottle Road site.
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IBM Building 025

The LSA Associates, Inc report is exhaustive in its review of the issues surrounding a
retail development on the site containing IBM Building 025. The authors of the report
provide several development scenarios that include the re-use of Building 025 along with
a variation of the standard Lowe’s footprint. Each of these scenarios require the important
assumption that Building 025 can be maintained, improved and reused in a financially
viable manner without destroying or significantly changing the interiors, exterior and
setting that are the foundation of its historical importance. We note that the LSA report,
along with the findings of CB Richard Ellis Consulting, states that the changes required
by local building codes and ordinances to bring Building 025 to a tenable level are
financially unviable. The seismic reinforcements, asbestos remediation and removal of
hazardous materials must be performed prior to any possible reuse of the building.
However, these mandated improvements would destroy the very features considered
historically valuable. CB Richard Ellis conducted a through market evaluation of the San
Jose area that indicates there is no interest in the site for alternative uses. The IBM site
was closed in 1995. Since that time, the San Jose market has seen explosive growth in the
office and R&D real estate markets. Yet there was no apparent interest in the IBM site
during one of the greatest real estate expansions in the nations history. The marketplace,
in all its complexity, has repeatedly stated that the building is no longer a viable structure.

Please feel free to contact our office should you have any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,
Armstrong Development Properties, Inc.

Robert Frisch
Vice President of ‘Construction
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Roche, Jeff

From: Beth Hoyte [bhoyte@stanford.edu]

Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2006 9:39 AM

To: jeff.roche@sanjoseca.gov

Cc: forrest.williams@sanjoseca.gov; mayoremail@sanjoseca.gov
Subject: Lowe's Home improvement Warehouse Project in South San Jose

Jeff Roche,

Having owned a home on Hayes Avenue for the past 8 years, I can tell you that the proposed Lowe's
Home Improvement Warehouse project with have a huge negative impact on traffic in our
neighborhood. We already have high volume and high speeds on our residential street (Hayes Ave) and
the intersection of Cottle/Blossom Hill & Hayes Avenue is a horrible intersection where I see problems
on an almost daily basis. I have not seen a traffic survey taking place and am worried that the existing
infrastructure has not been upgraded or redesigned enough to handle the additional traffic. How is this
being addressed? What is going to be done to stop large trucks and other traffic from driving down our
already busy residential street? Where are the loading docks going to be located and how is the city
going to make sure they do not drive down Hayes Avenue for their deliveries? Will the delivery times
be limited to certain routes and certain times of day? How are we, as the residents of the nearby
neighborhood, being protected from this impact?

I know you get many, many complaints, but I hope you take to heart the impact this will have on us and
our children who live and play in the surrounding residential neighborhoods. IfI could afford to sell my
house and move, I would do so because of this project. I'll be sad to see Lowe's put both Al Rental and
Orchard Supply Hardware out of business. I understand the monetary benefit to the city, and I know I
have no power to stop this project. However, I'm really disappointed that the city would approve this.

Thanks for your time,

Elizabeth Hoyte

Elizabeth Hoyte

Neuro Photo Lab

Stanford University

1201 Welch Road, Room P316
MSLS Building

Stanford, CA 94305

® Phone: 650-725-5570

2/2/2006
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PAUL REED
REED ASSOGIATES LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
477 S TAAFFE ST,

OB E06**®Rax (s08) sa1-s022

APN 706-06-015
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2095 CLASSFICATION:  FROM 1P — INDUSTRIAL PARK ZONING DISTRICT T0 17 (D) PLANNED DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

BASS CF BEARNGS: -
BASS OF ELEVATY

A

THEAST
RAL, AND ASOUT 2-1/2 FEET LOWER THAN THE TRACK ELEVATION =

STREET ACORESS: 5600 COTILE ROAD, SOUTH SAN JOSE. CALFORNIA.
LAND AREA: 17,52 AGRES,
FLOSD ZONE ZOME D

BUILDING SUMMARY.

LOWE'S BULDING 140,000% SF.
GARDEN CENTER 40,000+ SF.
PAD 1 {RESTAURANT) 7,000% SF.
PAD 2 £,0004 ST
SHORS 1 18004 S,
TOTAL BULDINGS. 204,800 S.F.

(MCLUDING BARDEN CENTER)

PARKING SUMMARY. PROVIDED.

STANDARD STALLS 758

ACCESSIBLE STALLS 22

COMPACT STALLS.

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED 784
PARKING RATIO 3.88/1000
(INCLUDING GARDEN CENTER)

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED* 953

JONS: A USC.AGS, 3-1/2 INCH BRASS DISK LOGATED 3.9 MILES NORTHWEST ALONG THE SOUTHERN PACIIC
COMFANY RALROAD FROM TNE STATICN AT COYOTE, 13 POLES SQUTHEAST OF MIEPGLE 59, IN THE TOP OF THE NORTHYEST
END OF THE NOR CONCRETE HEAD WALL OF A 12~INCH PIPE CULVERT 53.34, 125 FEET NORTMEAST OF THE NORTHEAST
184,17, HGVD 23,

TR |

5600 COTTLE ROAD
SOUTH SAN JOSE, GA
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CHOUC SEIACE MAY 5% SOUD CrERED o SAE, G SVAD TO PATRONS 7oA CLHELARTION O THE PREVSES THEREER,
bRt iS22 NoT tLowen,
LI SREA STATCES.
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70 T UEARD 0 ST Pase & TE PRORST
TENANT SPACE (SATATONS

& T SIE AL NOLUDE TUNT SPACES WI A MRS SUUARE FOGTAGE OF T15A0 SOUARE-TEEY CF 100K AEs,
7 WE 7,200 SARE-TEET GF RESTAURANT USES SALL MCLLOE OVE TONT CRACE WH A Mt O S0 SUMRE-FEST OF FLOR ARER

w07 smen
THE MRMUM L0 ARSA MLOWED SHALL BE 10,000 SAREFEET,

[Ty

THE AT BOLDAG HOSHT AL S 50 FEET.

LD SETBACKS.

THE MATMUM SETBACKS TRON THE PROPERTY UNES SHALL B A FOLLOWE:
ot soE o Rem
SrEET o

ezt e s paie 48 Pl e

i o e o R

7B THE GASE OF A DISGREPANCY BETVERN THE DIATAN AWD THE DEVELDPAENT STANDARDS, THE DEVELORUENT STAIOARDS SHALL TAKE

PRVATE WRASTRICTIRE.
L4 PRWATE WRASTIUCTIVES SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO MEEY 0R EXCFED THE CATY GF AN JGSE PURLC BEROVEUENT STANDARDS.
RATCNAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELANATION SYSTEM PERAT
SO 10 THE SOMMENESUDIT OF Y COVSTRUCTION AGTWIES, THE FRO.ECT CEVELOPER SAALL FILE A HOTIE OF ITENT (400) 30 COMRCY Tt THE
ST TS TESCURLES SEIL BOATD COMEEAL PR T8 STIMATE i ASsO0WED T ESIOToN ACRRTY W O
Wt T HARDHAL POIUTANT ICHARGE ELARHATON SYSTEM (RPES).
- STRIET Ao
OFT-STREET PARKWS SPAGES S1ALL BE PROVOED BASED ON TH FOLLOWING RNTOS:

288 spacks/ 1000 ver
gn«ssf R Hr— Tl s’ormmawnﬁ 8 2 X SEATS {MOHEVER REQUIES TR FREATER MAICR GF PARINE 9450%)
sowse
AR SHALL GINFORK Y0 THE GITY OF SAR JSE WICPAL COOE (TIRE 23).
ERARABITAL WASATON

W Qe
THE FROEUT DEELOPER Siss, COMLY MIN THE NPOES GENERAL PERMIT FOR DISHIRGES OF STORM WATER ASSTXIATED Mk COUSTRL

A SN L e L e T TRkerr
SEILOR S P UGS o M (40) M HE STAT AT FESORGES CMTRL B0 1o GOt W T SOMFRAL P 20

15 POLUTEN PIE BTN LA (Sters) Wi ABOREESES VEISUARTs T 55 MLOED & T LG T0 W
ot AR numm: 0T THE CONSTRSETON S FOST CHERUCTON FERREEHE PP S o s e e e e
SEPARIENT OF PUBE

CONTROL NEASURES Sl 2% D TVE CONSTRIOTION PERI0D D AL BICUDE: SO STABLIZATION PRACTICES, SEDOUENT

TS FETCES STy ARG Coll PRAGTGES WD Bhcaan B ER e o ST paTnes, s
VNAGESENT AND DISPOSAL GONTROL PRACTCES.

[T FROECY S meDE POV 1G5 2087 CoISTUCTN STRUCTIRA CONTRELS 1D SHAL BHPLOY BEST UANGENEHT RAGTEES (UFS)
IEDUCNG CONTAMNATION IN' STORMWATER RUNOFF AS PERMANENT FEATURES OF THE PROECT, ¢

AS PART OF THE MITGATION FOR PCST-GONSTRUCTIN RUNGF IMPACTS ADDSESSED 1y ROECT LE/ELOPER SHAL WPLEADIT
TR MANTEUALCE VTS (£ OMLP SICEoN. S STors Do T, EER CTIe) AL o S o S S iy
LT R ACCULATE O T FROLEGT STE Ao CONTAMNATNG SURFACE RNGH | STORM WATER CATCR BAGHS Sk B2 STHELD 30

010G ReSaRCES
THE FROET OEVELOPER AL MPLEMENT TS FOLLOWING MEASURES T0 ITIGATE POTENTIALLY SIRFICART WPACTS 10 BOLOGIG RESURERS:

TEATON NEASUSE o NOUMOATON OF THE OXLOWNS TNEE-PANT MIICATION WEASIRE YOLLD REUGE THE PITENTAL NEACT 1) SPECIA—STARS BATS
R 0o BT Ro0STa Cl T STE AT DIE THE o BADNG DOIGTIN b TR FNOAE
i PEAT DURY 9 BATS WO THE BISTIG ADIGS, AL DSORS, WACOWS, 40D EXTEROR SIS SHALL 35 WANTATID 70 REHAN BITAGT AN
fotgde g
DDA SN Sl D L 5 doci o 1 vrn sy o1 e s mces o7 masncs o s o

Sl e DU ST, STARTNG WTL T e STIONS PO 10 B 1 SEST CORO NG 00 oA TGS DS AN
el e el s i s e VLB e e e meuvmm«swwmunnumvm
CERTA H3GSTNE BT WD CAUGE ANy AT GO T OO SSCTGNS Ta BAITE THE AODET]
15, T0 A FOTITAL THE OF SATD DU THSE REUCHAL T SUMLER TEES SEROIOHNG 5 LATGE TRESE AL 66 SEWOVED BEPO e JUACONT
e s b e ahe V£ STDITE RGO O SUNLD: TIEFS YU (Y17 CRENTE ENGUS] DTKBARE To CAHLE A 3075

o

WD T2 RNV, O TE LARER TS
D NRARZE ToE (HELHOGD GF BATS FRTLRSING 10 T LR TWEES PRGR 10 MOV (19

S 8 A e 4 o T B ARG O 5 S S T K T S
IR I

SESRERIATI TS G0t mens e Bt b vt S SR LoR TS i
frp e R e R e

G MEASURE G0-2 IPAESEMTATIN CF DI FEULOWNS THREE-PART MITGATON VEASURE H0ULD REDUCE FOTOITAL MPACTS 10 SURROWS T, T0 A
ittty

1 STETUNNCE W CEDUL 10 STATE REGULKGHS PROTESTMG RAPTORS. ASANST DRECT "TACE™ PRE-CONSTRACTIN SURYS FON SUTNIG OMI
ST U Bl £ S A A M S O o i SRt W L
¥ SR ST R B Vlxb o e PR G i

“'““"%m““"v”mmmmAm“””‘“”“né‘*m“'“m“‘“mnmmmnm Bt &2 elinaes b >

VST B wih o 0 ALTVIES T e R0 S S, WELERS ORGSO G omna e i o

18,7 PECSTUCTON SIS DETTMIE BT SLSRORG O 0CCUPY TE ST, A0 AV LEVELPYENT wesis

RS YR S SUmie N et TG WL e 3 oo SO T 0 e o TS

B B o G Lt S O B W o ot S (et 5 S0t 5 573
IPED SRRTROLCRE, 19 SO REALAES AT PR Fon bt

5. AT o, s o TR AP, L 5 AT To T GO F LN, B G

Skttt T 1o ST OF SO, (15

PACT 05 MPBETATIN G T ROPOSED PRAEET COAD ASNERSELY ATEET ST RIPTIRS QUM 10 CHS) WAL 5003 BE ESTARETED -7

R 1o ST DA SIS ()

AT 0 S o ST MeToes s Fp Sue ST DS B Lok TE 1S TG POTATAL o sk o cr D 10 s

SEMRORETCR N R e B el E Mt W e e S

D,

SEASER (ESMARY TROUH J47) COULD BESOLT € AHOWENT OF AEE 1251+ e G

EFECT MORIAUTY To D3k BRTS. CoNSTROCTON ACTMTES AT ADYERSELY, ATECY KESTRNG (0 CFF S O% KL I MORAIY CF NOVEUR 500,
LD B & SCLATION GF STATE AR5 FESEEN, LAV, TRREFCRE, R PRECT MAT SESILT M A FOTOVTALY SGmIcas MPAST 15 M Ta T

TSN YOI 003 T ALENTATON OF T FULOWS THO-PART WP KEASIE YALD EXSE AT RIS (1AW MD 085 K T
SRS SR e w 4

3 A TUALIED CPATICACOST St COHOSST A PRE-SONSTRUCTON SURVEY 70R NESTHG BAPTCAS (NCLUDMG 357 TS 100 CO0US) WS DA2TRS) 0
w:mmmmmlmsmumu«marmnan—mmmmt-mmm WEnKDS (£6, AT FOR T
BURTONNG OM) FOR THE YARCUS TARGED SPEORS (L6, UB T0 FCUR PEOESTIUN SVETS OF M ).
SO o 0 e o A 1 M At 3 on n soscor 10 e T e e

m-mvm«-mm.mmmmmum.mm.mwm TR 30 DT (L A

P850, 0 ATk 0T @ 1 s BEBC T 10w 030 o1 i ok ek o e e e o
T L R A o o vt T T Sy Do, T B 0 L
VT T SN G T SRS SEASR. (LT

TONTCH VEASIRE S60~4 NPLEMDNTATIN OF THE FOLLOWN: TVO-PAT WTIGATEN VEASURS WOAAD FEDUCE T FOTENTAL NEACT RELATED To SEMRIAL GF

44 TE APPLOAT SULL DELCP A LINGSCAPE PLIN THAT NCORRCRATES T FOLLOWNG FEPLACDNSIT RATOS: FoRt EAGH THSE REMRED:
L FOUR FEPUAGEHENT TREES 70R EVGRY TRAE ROIOWD. AT S 12 ACHES N DUMETER.

Y T FOKED THAT 18, 13- ) INGIES ) DUNETER,
RS RBOA DAL S LS o 13 RS N BT
D EPCIO G 1 s ST 05 N e STED AR T ARSI T RERRD e ST,
TS SR BE L AT M P GO0
481 TRV STES) S G ron ASNTONL T PG, ALTEATYE SIES MY BACSE Lot S €0 S oo
IR PRceiRTER PR SN PLATORES T T AT AT O T DRCAOR o T (RS E pama,

BLERG, R otk DD

2L Iy SOUTEN 0 4300 PER TR 70 64N 5 BCAVTYTL ) O G SOREST R 20 9TE TIEE FLANTND N THE O,
nmwsmimvmmwiwwmwwrmrmMMAmVWWMAWAméW For
SR P AL . FROVDED 15 TV PLAAIG PROLECT LAANER PRCR To RSN o B A
s\mwM(Axs?/:uwaminwmmsnmwcrmm?«n{wwumnmu‘wrnm'mavA
g e (5
P B NADIDITATN OF T PACPOSED PRAKIT YAD RESAT L DAMAGE To TS T SOAD SE HANEAND A5 9AFS 0 T COSST

STRATN MEASE B0 THE FLLOWD TRES FFOTESTIN MEMSURES ¥OULD G LPLSUENTED B (RS T0 PRGTLSY TS 0 B RETAMED L

pesex s

5, M PN ATECTNG TS sHoLLD B SEVENED BY THE COULTING APICRST T REGAFD 70 THET BRACTS. DESE A, TUT A28 HOT LNTED
um«vma\mmmmmmmwm K PR, 350 BRI PG,
L KTV A T PROEZTON T2 FOR TS To BE PRESIENED N WAH WD S, DITIRRANGE 1 PERTIED
uwn»ymmmum mmmmummwmkwm;mrmm
¥ SR e PROTERoN ZANE S TO B FLACE, A0 MAOE RECOAGAAS 10 REROE DL ST O e B

B PR 1ne o 7 o5 e e ion T s MRS s 4 10 S W T
REChE. PR RIS To THE BEomL, SUcH 25 CONTHG R0 LACSORPI. SHOLLD OT KETORE SAmivs W 18 T Bt 2exe,

£ ER08T0 1SS o 4 20 ETUT, IE BB ARBORST WL SUBMT To THE SATLEACTIN OF THE DIREETOR CF PLAISS A TREE FDKH)
L B R bl o 2 TadTechne Fene 5 TR FROWEN 2N

5. K0 LHEAOUND SEMCES BEALONG UTUTES, SI-SRANG, WATER 8 SHER SHALL S5 PLACED W THE THEE PROTEPION 20K,
£, ANV HERBCIDES PLAGED UVOER £AVH0 UATIIALS WUST SE SATE R USE AROUND TRSES AP0 LIELED FOR AT U,

7. SHGATC SYSTENS MUST 5 SESHPED 20 THAT 10 TREYGHNG L COZUR WV THE TRSE PROTECTEN Z05€.

FRE-GONSIRUCTION TREATHENTS

[ e b s R i e pd

S —
EESERRAIINe s tn e LI RS SR L R AL
e dte L R
ez rnon s oo

Tl GHIDNE, PHING, CENSTRCION DEVCUTN OF OTHER YoRK SHALL GOIUR WIH T T PROTECTON ZNE. KA MGRFGATRNS ST 06
WED AMG WOWTURED B7 A CONSULTING ARBORIST. A

2T HEAUTH A0 STACTRAL CEROITCN SIALL BE HOMTOEeD TACUSEOST T CINSTRUCTON SESI00. AN NEEDED THEATWSHTS SHALL BE ASPLED,
TGS TATIRNTS kY RELLDE: ST ARE N1 LAAED 0. SoHEAToN, FECT GEATICL VERD SOma R St R

S5 A00T PRUAING REGURED R COHSTRIGTICN PUGASSES SHALL FECEVE T Ptk APPROVAL Cr. 0 BE SUPERASER Y, TRE CONSIL TG

4, BTy oo ceoun 70 At T S0 CORTTRUCTIN, 17 SHGAAD 55 SALINTED A2 500 S PLESALE BY THE CONSULTIY AROORST 50
Ty KRR BB T I

5, 4007 MIRED TFESS WAV A WTED QPUGITY 0 ARG AT THEREFORE T 15 MPORTANT TO SDISE ASEOUNTE SOL WGSIVIE 1 S A6 OF
I RIS, O 10 SN, RTARIR MY 5 MDD 7ok s Tt JRE AT K. BTN B B S B e

.13 BOESS oL CHASCALS, DERS, EDUGMNT OR TR MKTEALS SHALL G5 DUISED 08 STORED el THE TREE PAOTECTION 208
DS 0 6 SELCCATED

THE FOLLOMNG VEASURES. SO 5 BPUSIENTED BY 5 APLGHA T BNEURE WGk 400 SUEANAL GF THES SLEIED YOR REATEH
5 A GOULRID ATOIRST SUALL SE RETIAED TO FLAN A WALACE THE TS TANSPLANTIG PROCRAL,

2, ATSORSTS 1M PR XSG TREES SHALL 0€ SUGMTIED T0 WE GITY FRGR T2 THE IRKIAKE OF A PO PERT, MO T ASKRIST
S AR R T AR

IRSPUTED THSES 15 PRPERLY WODLED 00 CARTD 7O CUiG SIEKATIN OIS, STORUGE.
LB AT SRy o proket et Sl N PRGrmA T RSAAEATONS 1o BOURE VO 0 AL

0T SUNT AT i OF THE TRAYSPLAIED TR FAL WO THE FIST 12 MONTHS 0 RELOSATON, THEY SHALL BE PEZLACED 01 ACSORGANEE
W T Ty OF S e TREE REPLACIIENT REQRBANTS. 1)

AREHECLOGOAL RESCUREES

SEOECT DEVELOPER SOALL IWPLEAENT TS FOLLONG MEASURES. TO MITGATE POTEHTALLT SKRFICANT MIPACTS TO ANY ARGHEOLOGEAL
R W R

2,25 500 DT B8 PROSSTIR 08 WS, MGUECOON, MATTIAL s B2 o BeceeneD ol o FREPIRATON O
Srnnl camcion SE el L ntol 008 & TER SRR W e et 2 L

SRR Montlocts v I \MGUERCoeT covlies T U i & st
AT SRS o DI resonis TSRS ARCE i ek e T ST ol G s s
BRI B THE AUEOLOGST MK SOMTIED To 6 DRESTON G PLAOIMA, SO 50, ok Brf e

S R BT I s e o comis e s s
T BT s L ions e o e s
B s B R e B R R S
R B

£ o s ot . o e oy o s Je—
S S B b S S e i S e P g oh et eche
L NG SR G R B R
oy

"8 T ASSSNTED CAOVR. (O, NS PROMDID M POBLI FeSh At Cope Sk

HIORION, RESGURGES
HE PROEET OE/ELOPER SHALL INPLEUDHT THE FOLLOWNG MEASIRE:

B PROECT DEVELORER SALL PRESERVE At EXTERIOR WL FROM BUILDIG, (25 THAT FEFRESINIS THE AT 2 THE BUSONG AND
S O T w10 et DT oo e HETCRY e R A, T ST smu. g
s REPGRT, OFIGRAL DRAYRIGS, DOPES CF DR WABS LEVEL FHOTCCRAPHY o ACRIA BOLON i

(AOic S0 O ‘e Moo 235 B V% SISIZ O W BULTNL M A o Tot e i S AT
IR C LG of L omBlE TSR RS W BTN O ot ST S, MR R FLowg o T

A PRIR T0 ENCLITON OF BULDING 025, THE PROECT DEVELOPER SHALL 1 CONSULTATION WIH THE CATY'S HSTors: FRESERVATEN OFTGES:

e QUARED CONSILTANTS TO CESGN THE MTERPRETATIE EXIENT WD SELECT UUAURED
w\mmu%) T A DRECTR 6 COG. TS Tl GULL CoiseT m‘ et gty g—
R UATERIALS CONSDRATER, AR ARAERTORA. R VeSToRuAN, ANG AN EGRT DERGHL
SUEWT A PLAN FOR THE WTERPRETATIE EXHEXT THAT WOMES:

ARGATEGT/CONSERUATIR, OF THE SPECPIC WALL THAT IS MOST GHARACTIRISIC OF SOLNS 028, ANY SATERALS TO
B A R TR ron BT 3 Ay PR Merbnel ST EHSTIIG oF S (os s MATRS TO

PSS mD
CUTUNE OF THE IETBAETATYE TEXT AND WATERIALS T0 BE IGERPORATED T0 THE D036rT
ST DS R M EOVGI NG 1S TN, SRENTATON A0 HE CRGANZATON O BSOS RESEATS, TEX,
CO0TDMATE ATY i CTYS MSTORG PRSSESYATON OFIER O DEVELOP THE DESIB AN LOGATON OF TV RTERPSETATIE ENIET A0
e O R T biodE S SR 0.1 ST L5 VRS A,

ST TN BIGHD (28, NTD T Do G T WTERERETAE.
& FRCR 10 CECUTAIOY oF ANY SULDNO 0N T STE. T ASTLOANT SALL CONPLETE COHSTRUCTIN OF THE EXET T OOECRAANGE
W 4 APPROAD PG, 15 D EATSSCTS CF i GTECTOR OF b
£ PRORCT ceyecomn S PROWIE G-0ONG MANTEUANGE OF THE FAGRITY
SR RS
2,50 70 ISCUNGE OF 4 LMD DEVELGEENT POBAT, TN BROECT DEVELCEER Sk GORTRBUTE $T0,00 T0 A TR NOUSTRI,
LAND WSTORIC BUILOING SURVEY, 70 THE SATSFACTION OF THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNMNG. o

ST OTELOOTR SULL MADIDIT T SETASD MTONIONS FORMILATED B A W AR DSGUSEED EELGH. T T

SABCREE TR O G WP RS R MU T L S BN A O e e
RSN 5 BiShn e RGOS uaecaTon STAMBID O N SRR 6 T e s s
R P W M T B A
700 T ISUAE G 4 CLUNED DEVELGOUENT PERIAT. 1o ERO.ECT DELELEPER SUL S0GMT A FOGRAM AND SCHIAA FoR
BTN O T P WS WEASRER, T8 e SATENPIEN O i BARETOR GE

1. FrESERVATIN OF

EIHBIT) AS NECISEARY, T KEZP 7 W G000

€ g comoeen s, D COUSERATOR T0 ROUBLITATE M. RELOGATE GORDOM WOCOS SCLLPTURE RESEARCH"
B LS o, VAT O o o R AT B L 0o, S ec0s e
TG ok S0 BELCCATON Wil ek Cuels, WSTAL SCUBIURE N New reLEcG Fo on O Fiee ST o,
ISTALLATION T RLUDE EGSTING AND ACCHTONAL NEW. PROR TO PELCCATION, POUAGHNT 145 FEATURE. FHOTOGRAPHEALLY T0
1365 (D MISTOR Ao SULORG ST STAOAES
2 comae I TS FEATURE PAOTCGRAPHEALLY O HABS STANDATDS. GONTACT ISTORG SAN
o e e ol 1 B Bl W oy B S o (E TG K ST, WAkt T
FERTURE AVALAGLE FOR SALVACE, I CORSULTATON W THE CITF OF i 2052, HSTERC FAESRRA

3 (T PASTTIOOSL MOl 7 BN 08 10 0 SOTLE RS MR T TR S g s o
ST (23 e T DR R R T A P SEESE IR LS O i POy v To i St e B0t Soci

PAATHG 10 SOGIL GoIc A0 EoONS CONDTIONS THAT MRS PREEENT JAl AFFELTES CLANS A B D A 1En AR
SEUE AT DRI il B ROTORB o Gt D FESEA0N FRCLRDS TERTANRG 10 BLASC 035 Tt AR XEaNED 81
T ORI MR Sists ALS0 B2 GFFERED FOR THE ARGIES AT HETRY GAN eF

S DOSMBITATON: T FROECT SOBLOSER SHALL PROVOE DOGUUENTATIN M ASCORDACE WIM HAZS, T0 THE SATSEACTON GF DIE &Y F SAN 4058
I S et S ook Rt ol Wb G ofen el M ST SRS £ S IR R
EISTHG ARGTRTTA, M ENGUECTING CRAWAGS SHAL B SATEFED T THE ST 15 FLARENS SEPARHET OF WENERED SRS T e
SR o Hims St
SOTNION o e STE S T ST eoctons 10 s By T om0 B ccueeom e 8 sy oot
0 THE PROFESHONAL GOAEKTON STAVGATDS UF THE SERTARY GF THE MIERGRS STANSARGS KD CUDB NS FOR ARREDLO0Y ol Sl

1SS CUOTGUONY, TS Wy CONSST CF SELECIED LIRGE FORKAT, BLACC A0 WIS LIS 1Y THE ERSTHO BUADA, T0 4053 STAKDARGS, N
GIRSLLTATION W34 T 31 OF SAN JOS% ISTCoRC FRESEMVATCN GFGES VRS ML BICLLDR A 4 IRy

410 P ot 2 s 0 G e i )
e
{REREh
Y EE T s ne s, comss s v .5
s 7 S0, s s 55 s ot st s s T 8 1
LA SR LT o S0e e S B QRTINS
SRR

s e S A SAGER OF act QUALTY HESTARC PHOTSORARYS: N 'S POSSESEON THAT WESE TACEN BEFORE, DURONO AND AFTZR

N TROoE Wt WA PART O SOADmS D P I PRGCT DSLCPon A SROPERTY OWER S L B>
SAGE-ANDWAT PENTS, O SRR P Sarmnthun e s sionl X teemn A B e ooy
mmwwmmmnrmmAvwn»cuwn-wmcwmsm;.msmmwwm 14STURRG PRESERVATION <o
PRLUOED WL 66 AT LEAST oS ABRAL VEW OF T STE PHIOR 10 CONSTRUZTON O SEFORE WAJSR DEVELOPIGAT 6 THE ARER:

S5088,07 T B3 LEVEL OTOGAPHY, HTGRC PROTOGEAPYS, DRAWMES MWD WAITIEN REPORTE WAL BE PAIICADED. 48 GA DOSLAENT K

TE TR BRUERE S RSO KSR MOOURS SIS AR INTT) SR W B DA 28 G Sy serarone

iaris A0 G0 ECRESIT FOr DSTEUTCN 0 WSTORY SNN IGRE THE LR COLA ROCH GF T NAT TR, NAE, . LEWRRY, M THE NORTHHEST
N CONER AT SO Ve

1 Adormon, e SHALL PRESENT T DOCLMENTS COMPAED POl DIE ABOVE RECOROATICN TASKS 70 THE U.G, BESKELEY DNVICRNENTAL
SRR TELIERET S TRT IS SRR e peor

B SKYAGE:  WAGE USKRLE MATERALS AVALISLE FOR SALVAGE Y QUALTIED CONTRAGTORS.

QUL 025 WL B SURVEYED 7 A GUNLTIED NISTORCAL ARGHTECT ACCEPTABLE TO BOTH THE PROCECT DEVLCPER AN THE GITY TO JDENTIY AY
SO HITRE s on i on U SV Rl e e B R Sl G T Mo or
FRESSATEN ISR, AR, T AR OF MR PR R o P Fon St MRt ey s e
TRARC AN TRANSFORTATION

T PROECT DEVELOPER SiaLL CONTRBUTE ToWARDS TRAVSPORTATIC MWSROVEMENTS T0 RELUCE POTENTAL TRAFIC AHD TRANGPORTATICN MPACTS CONSISTENT

WETH AR SHARE CONTRETICNS MADE B OTHER RESDENTAL MWD COMMERGIAL COMPANTS, T5. WE STSFACTION OF THE DHLETCR G PLBLS Womke.

Ty

DEUGLITICN AND CCNSTRUGTION PERIGD ACTWITIES COULD GENERATE SIGHIFGANT DUST, E3HAVST, 440 ORGANC BRSNS, (5)

A T U R LT 8 TG LD 6. 3 ML 8 MATERIALSAMD EXCAYATONETAADY A 08 SO TACH i v

Ao G TS TR AT, VAT G S0 N T s T T e S R NS T P BRI T

B e o b SO S B FECHCUING AND ECvATION, SSSTANTIAL ST SRS COTLE b7 CHEATED 38 SEBS

D S TR0 H0 T AR FOR DESRAL

TR RDISUA OF EXSTNG STRUSTURES, TR 0 MTEGT LOUAL AR QUALTY DU SOXSTICTRN T SRt

RN ACTHTES YouLD G A SO ok VS A S T MATIER PASSONS 4N WOAD MFFEET

SOMTUTION ASTUMR I 120, SACE OF SROAMG SAS BUSIONS ST o ADRESIES, NG WATUMASE ANTS TR S ST

AT i SIS WO oD T B0 B A S PARTORTE ST, REACTO) T NS thei
il USh W PAVNG 5 ASO A OROAE GASES FOR . SHORT THE AFIER 13 APPLICATN

T BTEOTS OF CONSTRISTION ACTUTES WOXLD OF WERSASED DUSFALL AND L0CALY ELEYATED LSELS OF P DOMNWNG GF CCRRITSCIGH ACTMTY.
CONSTRUSTCN DUST WL G CENERATED 4T LEVELS AT WOALD CREATE 8 ARIOTANGE 10 SEARSY SAOTERTES.

MIGATLN MEASURE Af-1, CORSSTENT WiTH CUDANCE FROM THE BRATMD, THE FOLLOWNG ACDORS SWALL BE REQUIED OF CINTRUGTON CONTRACTS AHD
STRGHCATON FOR T FROSCT

neUTon
THE FOLLOVDIG CONTRDLS, SHALL B2 WUIMENTED. SURIG DENOUITON:
1. WATER DURNG OEMOLTON GF STRGTURES A0 BREAK-UP OF PAVEMEIT TO CONTROL DUST GENERNTION:
2 COVER AL TRUSKS HAULNG DEMOLTON DESRS FROM THE ST A0
& USE DUST-PROOF CHUTES TO LOAD DEDRIS INTO TRUCKS WHENEVER FEASELE.
MATERULS CRUSING 44D RECYCLIG
msmamamms«musnwrw»ﬁmm
EQUPENT USED ON SITE FOR THE RECYCLIG oF WNTERILS SHAL. OF FERMTIED Y THE SAT AREA AR CULITY MAVAGENENT
BTG e B SISt (ot SR B SR P S, 8 PO B T S A ST et
CINTRIOS WATER SERATS OF CHUSHING ECOPWEN T, A0
2, FROR TO ISSUNNCE OF & FLAANED DEVELOPMENT PERWT, THE ABPLICANT SHALL SURMT A FROSRAM AKD ST PLAY IR GH~STE REGYGUNG OF CONSTRHOTOH

consTa
M FOLLOWNG CONTRILS SHACL BE MPLEMENTED AT ALL CONSTRATOH SAES:

L JATER A ACTVE CONSTIUGTION AREAS AT LEAST THICE GALY A4 NORE OETEN DUSAIG WMDY DEROOS; AGTVE AREAS ARINCENT 10 ESSTRG 11D USES
S B WEPT DAY AT ALL TSR, OF SHALL 58 TRENTED WM ACtv- TG STABRLIERS o SOHIRGL DUSh

2 COYER ALL TRUGHS HAULMS SO0, SAND, AND OTHER LOOSE MATEFIALS 0R REGUIRE AlL TRICKS. T WANAW AT LEAST 2 FEBT OF FAESSONTD:

SPAVE, ey WATER THREE TIEES DALY, OR APPLY (KCH=TONG) SCR. STASWTERS O ALL. UNPAYED AGGESS ROMDS PARNKG AREAS, ASD STAGHR AYEAS AT
CorSCTON STES:

£,JUET DALY (TH NATIR SHEIPCRS) AL PAVED ACCESS ROWDS, PARKNG. WEAS, A STAGKG AREAS AT EONSTRIZTON STEY #ATCR SHEERERS SHAL
VhCUM UP TREERS WATER T0 AVOD. mNOFRELATED RPACTS T VATES QORI

. SHEP STRLSTS OAKY (W WATER SWEEPESS) ¥ YSSLE SOL WATERUAL 15 GARRED GATD MDAUCENT PURRIG SIREETS,
6. APPLY HON-TORC 0. STABLIZERS T0 BAGTIVE CONSTRUCTION AREAS:

7. ENCADSE, COVER, WATER TWEE DALY, OR APPLY NON-TORC S0 BNDERS T0 EXFOSED STOCHPAES (DR, SAMD, 5XC)
. LONT FAFR SPEDS G4 UNPAVED ROADS O 15 Wt

9. WSTAL SANDBAGS 0R OTHER EROSCH CONTROL NEASURES TO PREVENT ST FOGFF T0 FUBLIC ROADWAYS:

10, REPLINT YEGETATION IN DISTURBED AREAS AS QUCKLY AS FOSSBLE.

L ASTAL BASE ROCC AT SNTROWAYS FOR AL BOTIG TRUGKS, MWD WASH OFF THE TRES O& TRACKS OF AL TRUCKS AND EOUPAENT B DESIRNATE ARESS
R s e S a8

12 SUSPEND EXCAYATION D GRATING ACTHETY WHEN WS (PSTANTANEOUS GUSTS) SXEED 26 MPHL
NPLEMETATION GF TS MITIOATION WEASURE WOULD REDUCE COMSTRUCTION PERICD AR GUALITY MPACTS TO. A LESS-TAAN-SOHACANT LEVEL, (LT5)
RGO Bassos

EBSE T ISSIANCE, O PLINED DEVELOPUDIT PERMY. THE PROZOT CEVELGRE AL, St 10 i SATSPACTH OF T DHEGTI G FLANG, A
PROGRAN FOR NFLEMENTING THE FOLLOWNG MITIGATION MEASURES FOR REDUCTION OF REGICHAL AR QUALITY. -

PROVIE PREFEFENTIL PARIONG FOR BUPLOYEE CARPOOLS, EECTRE AMD LOW-SMISSION VEHEES,
SITUTE HE CONMUTE CHECK FROGUM FOR SMPLOVEES.

FENGE HOIGHOILE BAIG, SECUTED BIOTCLE PARKING AND SIOHER FACLITES Fofl BVPLOYEES N COWFCRAANGE W THE REURQUENTS OF T 20 0F T
oz
TH PROETT S SOHPLY WTH THE FLLORKG NOSE AEDUCTION MEARURER:
T SN, CONSTAUGHCK AOTITES Stus S LDATED TO WEBTATS FROM 7100 A TO 7:00 £, GONSTRUCTION OUTSDE 5 JUSSE HOURS HAY 5. ASPROVED
DG & AT o BioeD o & ST SeeGne Gt TSt TOuNe) L A & CRONG 57 D SRL TR AR e
T THAT 7K CONSTRUGTON IESE MTGACH LAY 15 ADECUATE 10 FREVEA HOET D TRBANCE G APEOIED AEGEENTAL,

2, 2 HEAVE CONPTRUOTION EQUPMENT USED O THE PROETT STE S0 B MANTAWED I G000 CPERATACD CONDIDSH W ALL MERNAL COMUSION,
EHNNE-DRIVEN EGIrVENT EQOFPED WTH TAKE AND EGAUST MGETLERE TEAT RE 1 G005 SIEFIEN.

AL STATOHARY NGISZ~CENTRATING EGUPNENT SHALL BE LOCATED AS FAR AUAY AS POSSELE FROM NOGHBCRA PROPERTY NS, ESPECULLY RESOENTIAL

4. PROWENT AND POST SGHS. PROHEITAO UNMECESSARY IDLING F NTERNAL COUBLSTION ENGINES.

5 DESIGIATE A OS2 DISTURSANGE CODRCINATCA: WHO WOULD BE RESPONSILE FGR FESPONDN TO AMY LOGAL COMPLAINTS ABCUT CONSTR
SN, Soctonion wouLd SRS T ol O i he v (CE sk vk 15 B, S0 Lt e ouses
AEASRES WA T CLRRECT TR FROBLEL A TR NAER TOR WOLLD 5% COMEPICUURLY POSTED AT T

6. UTLIZE "GUTE" MODELS OF AR CONPRESSORS AXD OTHER STATOHARY NOSE. SOURGES WHERE SUGH TECHNCLOGY EXSTS.  (75)
HAZNDS AND HAZAROSS MATERIALS

T DUSTN HAZARDOUS MATERIALS PRESENT 4 THE VACANT CN-SITE BULORGS Wi BE REGVED AWD MSPOSED OF BY THE PROVECT DEVELOPER, o0
COMUNEE WIH AL ACPUCABLE FEDERAL. STATE D LOOM. RECATCRY RECURBMENTS.

EVISIONS
N R

N

agi

SNE 280, WALWIT
20w
[

1350 Texr sn.
=

(%2

‘assoclates, inc.

K
%
2
g | 23[
g E@‘
2 o5l
g oozl
s |Ligk
12 leEa)




i7ic,
NDUSTRIAL PARK
20NN8 CLASSIFIGATICN:
TR T - NPUSTRIAL Pss govs pistRicr TO
1P (D) FLANED DEVELORET DISTR
LND AREA 1132 SORES.
FLooD Zow zoNE

» "NGTE: REVGEIRED PARKINGS

Lo miLoN reLpte 0
EX CENTER (41000 &)

RETAL STORES (31000 5F) 20

RESTARANT (140 5F) e

BULDING SUMMARY.

g 1400008 5F.

40p0ct 87

! masvmm e 5P,

200t sE

o) llegor 27,

ToTAL BULDINGS 204pc0t .
(NCLIDING SARDEN CENTER)

oA
2778
e

PARKING SiMM, PROVIRED.

sraoan sraLLs e
s eail =
2
o waosre e §§
faciiyidy sse1000
(INCLUDING SARTEN CENTER)
GARDEN CENTER T P meE a=s g
40000k SF. RN \\/‘5 ¥
, RN <\\ 3

1360 TREAT BLWD.,
S25-045-2777
ey

GRAPHIC SCALE

(o)
o




oo
wz
v

Bt
LLLT-Ey8-28

Xy
IHVM 092 INS 0N LVEML ogel

“ou ‘sojoppossn

T E
{NOTONIXTT

e




LEXINGTON
PAVENE

SARDEN CENTER
OO0k S8,

P £ S

1
1350 TEAT SuD,  SUE 200,

ey

affils

T

SN

AN <“

A

o S s
~

'SOUTH SAN JOSE

LOWE'S OF

GRAPHIC SCALE

ourer)
H ety




el fhgred Frile

s 1&d i g1l o: g8 g

< BE g B E R

e ML L O T g B SRL R 2 \ J £ '/f 88

(LT T

15

6=}

AT

Ay, ST g g o ”E—‘f‘%y—e
FRONT ELEVAT(ON

R
W dwew|

m@
-®
-©
DOOR & FRAE (F=D)
=2 o
Ao ETED
-

o)

w30

]

5

i e cmer@>
©

A{F
AN

&35 oo & =D
—
o=

e eotuaen €D

;

=

|

e
S i
o oo ST

AR GRCUID O & m
o WeL D e
GEiERA WTES

FINSHES £
e 7 S W R R
e e s A Y RIS
R RS 3 WAMITASTURERS STRUDNRD WATE
Pt Lo i s eran

o s oD

---@

D v oo 65
M S PR pos-=Y

T
o :
70 S5t 0 ron ocon s | i i
¥ e e o g
oz e Y (6738 i i St s, : { f o
SR R \ | s |
73 CONES S (2453) 10) £33 AEEATN GF P mwmm &g e SR [ S
Eeemims - TR
s yagensen s kv . E155) e T g
SRl e [FANT -5 LONES DARK GOAY (EFR) STt “%%‘?@W»ﬂﬁ R 144460 Tee {0 c4.
7 e v L st g i Z ) ‘ st
Gy . . g - 1 I
St s s e St o4 s W — T
RACRORER o L YT ACEOONT SR ForauL i B IR R ? [T ' [
T e | I s
KEYNOTES == ) - R U 2 . OIS PR sz
/ 75 B M S e

L?‘““‘ i LEFT ELEVATION

B e rmen o scom,
fPARTILLY S CLARITY. SEE SHEET A-
1P ot 358 e Loomn.

1O

e g
—()
©
S s AT DD

553 VLS SRNIN GRO0AD W COCACTE (85 SHEET 5-30)
on e s oo I ST 5 N DR
505 COASTE TAFORIER D, YEAPY ST & AUZATON PROR T0 FOURNG. (522

%, S T 1 e s,
o v 5t o o 1o rans G i s
; o o o s
s s s Frejetpioiasiicn
,n. e o o e o wromon s i, S A S G .
S e sl ey e ey v ot
profpoya e s o o . oo 1 s
5 S o s 50 0 o e
e o o o e
E] Hy
y H
) 2 i}
) & §3§ g ‘.J 2| 4sx
o — B3 i) 5 Z
s 800 §sy@§ ® y 1Og g gz
0 (a6 ST AT, 4 £ B85, 2
Pl bt P o P BoEE T 8 oy THael £ i i =
e g - g E Y £ 4 <3
PG~ S p— i I : @ &
22 t g B N 4
oo @ 155 . & #a8e ) 3R i 5|9 E%
A ! |l o
o o o St (53 . /-3 ARG O Lo 78 guss
MR munn. PLANS AND DOOR OE 3 2 oz
s e+ o ds Gt mnu\\slls 13- HouBER 40 LocHmOns ot HERE]

510 FROVOE §° P05 BONS 5 /830 T 6 T R 20

et st coms o s
o SEcN a1, B

E’ : 1E ELEVATION/SECTKON
§ T,




o2k

|

a5 e
ores UGEa, oD (52 651 70
R 35 1525 ) o, 8 9o A7F, 15 BT

e 0 01 M 1 A5, B

SN @71

TYP. UNOB. PATH
2 PAINTING @ DOORS
T =

i

%

[IEet!

(/)§

28

Zd

), 59

AR

R G R Zl8 59

| S goz

075 HERZE]
o FLOOR PLAN :

Fou « e o memc

RO FAGE OF




7

T az0 e
(o),

&

@ @

I J

g |

| i)

?

s
SO

5 o0 e
95 o
ik

A Gy
oD W
L 809 062K

—mr e
i,

e et e e
\\ Sk % P
tsen 4 3 56

142 1 o1 wn e vows

ot 4y 25"
Ve feor
Wl B

] [x]

31

€ 0t B D 90
R S s

supe ey soome
SRR
&eer

2ot smisiont oot

g ]

e Psie

e
R R

B Vamnae
e 2x cura st

R TR i
i A6r WEAT

\\m oo onck

R0 40T 28N

TYP HVAC EQUIP
4 GURBSECTION __

@ﬁ? ?

| |
| i

—m
R
/G
/ .
g
5
:}‘f‘i’:;fm N
g PR R
§ EBGE QF W, BEON
g
: e —
=
L@

| BOOEPLAN

—zm

ey

TEAE

A s
—— smene vaecon

- PARAPETIGUTTER
5 FLASHING

KEYNOTES =

o o e
2 MASONRY CONTRGL ST, TYHGAL (SEE. SHETTS A~56 & -3
v S S i e )

prr

AR —
LW BN © 96" AR G St

LW SorION 8 34" AR, (362 ST
R I
/541 AT N0 SO $01
b

500 FROME 8" FIE SRS (S DEDRL 5/7-14)- ANESR AHD LOATONS 767

PTG PUNS A 050% DTS
10 O € 9T S0 (8 -ty 3 s o WGR 2>
1

0 as e pieTEs,
X, 5 UENSONED Stk N AL

Jrrsgriotiy
D03 NMNUN GUIGSH = 1207 0" — ST © 1147 AR, (5EE SEEORSA
vy

REVISIONS
o REVISIONS
Gescaon

ROOF PLAN & DETAILS

LOWE'S OF




GARDEN CENTER 4

N
Eree)

e

F
= ]
=
m
/)]
98

27 Bike uax—\

et LT T

e T S
By

14 590 L B, 2 e et L.

SOUTH TAAFFE ~STREET

SUNNYVALE, CALIFORNIA 94086
403251

268.251-9020/

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

477

i
<
S
3
<
[
m
[iE}
i

J
{
J
|

CONCEPTUAL
PLANTING PLAN

(POC 08-503)



4. .. BOULDER BOULEVARD.

® O®

%
‘lll @ ®

L NN NN

B
N

Y
®O @

LN

G

)

ATNL
SRS

PLANT NOTES:

_l

| T comscion st vemer e unes e s s
e ete e

5 19T e LvDscaes socer prED Ly b i B o

e R N L R D RO T e

* AL TARR B

1o sy soeeny

R SRR v

REED ASSOCIATES
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

ARz as

LOWE'S

=
- L
3z 8|
sol 881
Wzl 281
LE| wi
SZIsFEZ
o30S
|98 x
WOE |y
gst
Q83 |8
S 15, 700
S

TR ARmRAT



Xv4 2206- 765

98056 VINHOAYO “TIVAANNNS
A33HLs mmm((._. Iwwmmz_,_kv
FHNLOTLHOYY FJVOSANY

S31VIO0SSY 4334

-— N ) e

QVOU T11L0D 0098

4083M01

NYId TYAON3Y 341
341 9ONLSIXT

S.3mo7

YO 5507 NVS HINOS |

LT

.
L

1

1

.

P
T

M
R

»ZUI_#
é&f

T

4
i
;ﬂi”‘ I

|
T
i

A

L]
T
bR

ITTTTTTTTTT

i il Y
i
5

,'?

i

5

’% X!

LI

T

|
i

ST

1]

3

D

ST

"\H‘MH!H%&W

o
4

2t

&
%
<

AMNNANY

>

It
|

|

|

E NUMBER TOTALS

G

Ty

COTILE ROAD

G R TR




TREE SURVEY

ONDITON
oF T

o

INRE BN

T,

T T

e
o,

T

R
i i

REVISIONS

feeel  mgs srecies
.

0 /408.421-9022 FAX

SOUTH TAAFFE = STREET
ShwANE AR T

408.451-90

477

| REED ASSOCIATES
LANDSCAPE ARCHITEGTURE

o samann avesumssa

oosw o
i T
o

B L

e

S ———

z
i
i
FZE g0
S| 2uly
22 o8k
IR
2=15ES
L n
W WoE
SHEEEY
030
SE83 |
e

TPOC GE-0oe



(’WHH?M\'\HHHHHW\M

T T

GARDEN CENTER

w%%n

’,

|

3— i %

COTILE ROAD

l CONCEPTUAL. IRRIGATION LEGEND

[ ]
. J HIGH WATER HEGUREMENT (LAWN)
Lo
)
E," 7| MEDIVN WATER REQUREMENT (ACCENT PLANTING)

LOW WATER REQUREMENT (DROUGHT TOLERANT PLANTING)

[ RrioATION NOTE:

REED ASSOCIATES
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

477 SOUTH TAAFI

CONCEPTUAL
{RRIGATION PLAN
T

SOUTH SAN JOSE, CA

5600 COTTLE ROAD

5 !
LOWE'S OF

£

§

(POC 06-003)



a2z e e £ R o
o hoi
wr

“¥D "3S0P NVS HLNOS
SO NYS HINOS | 5
9501 NYS H1N0S 40 SamMo1

VLNOLL

(CuIeNTY AP - ot To SCAT:

T T A T T T T T T T T T TR

R BOULEVARD

W LLLLLLILLY

BOULDE
AB —

t
-~
0

E R(

COTTLE

i

JTITTT

TTTTTTITITTL)

[l

WI‘H = 4
8 = B
g ) N
Bl O

\

S S s S = T T LT

5




B .m.m.,omﬁ.mkmmmﬂ «
IS0F NvS HLNOS | 5
3507 NYS HINOS 40 SamoT

V8 NOILdO

umym ﬁlz
“ J
|
|
|
e o
SH%E fm

VARD

E

R BOUL

v

TS

|
3
a =R ﬁ
—J W@, LJ‘I\m
= = in C
o = Sl o
e8] =T e o
i ]
) N ]
= . N 5 1 ; _,H
N - s —
P \_ ¢ O
AN

(RN

i

T T T T

TTTTRTITTH

i

R e e TN —




HEETTE

=ENBHGE

TR

TERITEE
AR AN
N\

iR
i
Lo
‘H,‘ fﬁlﬁh:” i
| il
R | -
|

TR

(LLLELE L L
i_JHM‘«‘\HHU!MMHHHIH@LJ
CULLLE L L o
T T

- N

BT T

AL

PARKING SUMMAR'Y
STANDASD STAUS.

TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED

(CvicrYMAP-TRoTTo SCALE

2 b a0

Py
TR

(et o 02 e

LoOwE's

OPTION 10A

LOWE'S OF SOUTH SAN JOSE

SOUTH SAN JOSE
SOUTH SAN JOSE, CA.

(&




S Tt
Y9 '380T NVS HLOS |
330f NYS HLNOS| 5| |,
FSOPNYS HINOS 0 5amot | 7| |2

“ernoido mm

GRAPHIC SCALE

g
~
<
N
. =
i3 2|
s 3
= =
@ =]
@ =
£ £
<
£ u
=
a

Eey

L

AT - U0t L e S0y

-

/s
[ty

S :
o . SRNR
‘




L g
ST TR T T TR

7

= et

15
2\
T /é]

[ T A
/ GARDEN CENTER | ; AR AR AR IANEE:
”ﬁl‘Ty < 7 ’f WTT}T‘WWT‘W

\ : ﬂ‘{\‘i‘H!H,’\l‘HHw’HHHHfﬂ
\'/UJ_[_MIHHHIHH\F'?ﬁﬁ UTTT T T T T T,

LOWE'S

11,198 sf
34K DEEP

N

| \ .
ITTITTITTTTTTTT TR, E \V\J@W'Hﬂﬁ“ Z
I N =

SOUTH SAN JOSE, GA.

EX5ING PROPERTY U

AYPATanT==T

|+ | LOWE'S OF SOUTH SAN Jose
5 SOUTH SAN JOSE

e _

GRAPHIC SCALE

(eramy




5
14,
8

TOTAL PARKING PROVD:
CVICINITY MAP - NOT TO SCALE

RARKING SUMMARY

1
il
I
[
|
J
Ai

EEP

111,186 sf
94K Di

e —

E— A OGO T

|

LU

R A R

LIS
I

90 ‘IS0 NVS HINOS
3S0OrNYS HLNOS | 5

|
CO

(




